THE PREDICTIVE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GPA, COOPERATING TEACHER
ASSESSMENT RATINGS, AND PRACTICE TEACHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS
UPON SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF A SUMMATIVE TEACHER PERFORMANCE
ASSESSMENT
by
Robert Shane Lazzell
Liberty University

A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Philosophy

Liberty University
2021

2

THE PREDICTIVE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GPA, COOPERATING TEACHER
ASSESSMENT RATINGS, AND PRACTICE TEACHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS
UPON SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF A SUMMATIVE TEACHER PERFORMANCE
ASSESSMENT
by
Robert Shane Lazzell
Liberty University

A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Philosophy

Liberty University
2021

APPROVED BY:

Philip Alsup, Ed.D., Committee Chair

Kathy Keafer, Ed.D., Committee Member

3
ABSTRACT
Ensuring quality within teacher preparation programs is critical to the success of producing
excellent teachers. Numerous studies focus on the influence teacher preparation programs have
on emerging teacher self-efficacy, but few studies explore the correlation between teacher
preparation programs and successful teaching performance. This quantitative, correlational
research study explores how well cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, and
practice teacher performance assessment scores can predict performance on Pearson’s edTPA.
The data for this study is collected from institutional records of 72 students at a Midwestern
school of education. The results indicate that GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, and
practice teacher performance assessment scores have no statistically significant impact on
edTPA scores. Implications of the findings are examined and recommendations for future
research are made.

Keywords: pre-service teacher, student teacher, cooperating teacher, teacher performance
assessment, edTPA
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview
The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a predictive relationship between
cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, and practice teacher performance
assessment scores (predictor variables) and performance on Pearson’s edTPA (criterion
variable). Chapter One provides a background for the topics of teacher preparation programs and
teacher performance assessments. Included in the background is an overview of the theoretical
framework for this study. The problem statement examines the scope of recent literature on this
topic. The purpose statement of this study is followed by the significance of the study. Finally,
the research question is introduced, and definitions pertinent to this study are provided.
Background
Over the past 40 years, the makeup of the traditional American classroom has
dramatically shifted to include students with vastly different learning styles and intellectual
abilities (Johnson, 2018). Amidst this paradigm shift, schools and teachers are also being held
accountable for learner outcomes far more than in previous generations (Paine, Beal-Alvarez, &
Sheetz, 2016). As the primary conduit for preparing teachers for these classrooms, teacher
preparation programs face extraordinary challenges in identifying program weaknesses and
implementing effective teaching strategies. These challenges may be especially difficult for
colleges and universities as the advent of new technology, social standards, and overall paradigm
shifts in higher education shape teacher preparation (Paine, Beal-Alvarez, & Sheetz, 2016). In
response to this call for higher accountability in the classroom, teacher performance assessments
have become popular in educator preparation programs.
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Standards-Based Education
In 1981, The National Commission on Excellence in Education was established by the
U.S. Department of Education to review literature and make recommendations to improve the
quality of teaching and learning in the nation’s public and private schools. The culmination of
this study resulted in the report, A Nation at Risk (The Chronicle of Higher Education, 1983),
which paved the way for repeated criticism and cries for reform in the American school system
as well as the evolution of standards-based education reform and achievement testing. The
standards-based education movement gained national traction in school districts and teacher
preparation programs with the passage of the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA) in 1994.
The IASA reauthorized Lyndon Johnson’s Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of
1965, also known as Title 1, and took aim at improving education for America’s poorest
children. Title 1 raised the academic achievement of millions of children (Jorgenson & Hoffman,
2003). In 1994, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act turned the focus of ESEA to the needs of
all school children, not just the poor and at-risk. From 1994 to 2000, states all across the country
acclimated their public education policies to reflect standards-based instruction established by
the ESEA reforms. However, there was still no consistent means of testing the achievement of
students.
No Child Left Behind
Signed into law by President George W. Bush in 2001, the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) legislation was enacted to standardize achievement testing across the nation’s schools.
NCLB is commonly credited for being the primary driving force of recent education reform in
the American school system. In what is described as a nationalized take-over of public education,
NCLB dramatically altered what was required of the states by ordering schools to increase
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academic standards, incorporate standardized testing, ensure that all teachers are highly
qualified, and demonstrate evidence of greater accountability (Kessinger, 2011).
Race to the Top
Presented as an extension of NCLB, Race to the Top was introduced in 2012 by the
Obama administration (Howell, 2015). This federal education grant program was intended to
further encourage reform by enticing schools and districts to compete for monetary awards by
improving in four areas: utilization of standards and assessments, effective use of data systems,
retention and enhancement of teacher effectiveness and equity, and the transformation of lowperforming schools (Jahng, 2011). Unhappy with Race to the Top’s lack of success in prompting
change, President Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in 2015. Despite being
touted as a complete replacement for NCLB, the ESSA actually addressed two of the same
primary reforms NCLB sought to enact: the federal government should play a vital role in
providing resources and fostering policy change in education; and schools and teachers should be
held responsible for the academic performance of all students, including those hampered by
poverty (McGuinn, 2016).
Both NCLB and ESSA attempted to increase student achievement by transforming lowperforming schools and shining a spotlight on effective teacher practices (Jahng, 2011). In light
of the emphasis that modern education reform acts have placed on teacher effectiveness and
quality, there has been a significant increase in research examining what effect teacher quality
has on student achievement (Jones & Jones, 2015).
Teacher Preparation Program Response
From as far back as 1823, teacher preparation programs taught academic content,
pedagogical methods, classroom management, and moral character development. Most programs
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included instruction in sociology, philosophy, and educational psychology. This instruction was
typically followed by fieldwork experiences in real classrooms with most students completing
their degrees in four or five years (Nguyen, 2018). For the past few decades, teacher preparation
programs have been influenced by distinct trains of thought; one focus is on the
professionalization, or standardization of teacher preparation as in other countries as compared to
U.S. teacher preparation programs, and the other focus is on the deregulation of programs,
allowing more flexibility in instruction and training (Goldhaber, 2018). In either case, most
modern teacher preparation programs front-load academic instruction and pedagogy during the
first few years of instruction, requiring teacher candidates to apply that given knowledge at the
end of their programs, during student teaching (Wilson, 2014).
As cries for education reform continue to resound in the American school system, teacher
preparation programs are being scrutinized to determine their approach to these reforms.
Recently, these programs have even been criticized for failure to examine their practices,
including all coursework and fieldwork experiences in the context of effective teaching skills as
well as current reform policies (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019). In the early years of
NCLB, discrepancies in perception between district superintendents and college faculty began to
surface (McFadden & Sheerer, 2006). School district leaders advocated for a redesign of teacher
preparation that would include more in-school practice experience, while college instructors
feared this additional practicum experience would come at the cost of lost theoretical and
philosophical instruction within their programs (McFadden & Sheerer, 2006). Additionally,
school district leaders were critical of the lack of flexibility in teacher candidate training,
advocating for modification of training programs to rely less on professional qualifications and
teacher standards and more on practical application of skills (Schneider, 2018). This demand for
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flexibility in identifying skilled teacher candidates conflicted with the need to provide approved
program coursework. Educator preparation programs began looking for ways to teach necessary
skills while still adhering to standardized programs for state licensure (Schneider, 2018). In
addition to the criticism of the lack of flexibility in training, there has also been criticism of
teacher preparation programs for being filled with out-of-touch faculty members, vapid
curriculum, and irrelevant teaching ideology (Wilson, 2014).
To address these growing problems in teacher education, many critics agree that solutions
will come only from school districts and universities working collaboratively to redesign teacher
preparation (McFadden & Sheerer, 2006). For example, the Boston public school system works
closely with state teacher preparation programs to identify weaknesses in their existing teacher
pool, then together they make suggestions for improvement to strengthen teacher candidate
instruction. School districts throughout the state of Colorado also work closely with multiple
state and private university partners to custom-design teacher preparation instruction to meet
district needs (Education First, 2016). The city of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, has cooperative
agreements with several local colleges and universities to provide alternate routes of teacher
license preparation (Milwaukee Public Schools, 2020). Out of such cooperative efforts have
come two significant gains: increased program accountability and the cultivation of alternatives
to university-based teacher training (Wilson, 2014).
Given the cries for educational change and increased teacher preparation program
accountability, many states and universities have responded to this pressure by adopting the use
of teacher performance assessments (Goldhaber, Cowan, & Theobald, 2017), a tool for
evaluating teacher candidates’ development of knowledge and skills needed to enter the
classroom (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019). Early performance assessments, commonly
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referred to as teaching portfolios, have been utilized in teacher education since the 1980s (Gurl,
Caraballo, Gunn, Gerwin, & Bembenutty, 2016). Portfolios were found to be so effective in
teacher preparation that many school districts adopted their use in professional development and
continuing education of their staff (Hamilton, 2020). More recently, portfolios have evolved into
more specific teacher performance assessments (TPA’s) that usually include a collection of
teaching artifacts (lesson plans, video samples, student work samples) to assess the teacher’s
ability to plan, teach, and assess student work (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019).
Recent studies exploring the use of TPA’s as a means of evaluating beginning teacher
readiness have become powerful forces of change (Darling-Hammond, Accountability in teacher
education, 2019). Many teacher preparation programs that incorporate teacher performance
assessments identify student strengths in planning and instruction, but weaknesses in assessment,
so the faculty and instructors use what they learned from scoring the portfolios to strengthen
their assessment instruction (Sherfinski, Jalalifard, Zhang, & Hayes, 2019). As a result of
completing this portfolio process, students improve in their assessment skills (DarlingHammond, Accountability in teacher education, 2019). As states and teacher preparation
programs look for ways to improve the quality of classroom instruction, they are utilizing what
they learn from teacher performance assessments and other traditional standardized student
teacher assessments to improve teacher performance and ultimately improve student learning
(Pecheone & Chung, 2006).
In addition to the use of portfolios, another prominent element incorporated in TPA’s is
reflective learning, or critical self-reflection, which serves as a formative assessment to support
teacher candidates’ ongoing growth and learning (Shin, 2018). To prepare teacher candidates for
these reflective elements of performance assessments, teacher preparation programs have begun
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incorporating reflective writing into coursework to develop an appreciation of the complex
nature of teaching and learning (McLean & Price, 2018). Required self-reflection activities after
instruction serve to combine personal experience with educational theory and research (McLean
& Price, 2017).
Within the context of teacher preparation, research suggests that a response to education
reform cries can be a positive force for change (Wilson, 2014; Pecheone & Chung, 2006).
Research in education reform clarifies the continued conflict between the reformers who believe
change is necessary in teacher preparation, and college faculty who are resistant to alter their
methodology (McFadden & Sheerer, 2006). Despite the objections of college faculty, cries for
change have given rise to the incorporation of teacher performance assessments in teacher
preparation programs across the country.
Theoretical Framework
Supported by Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1989) and self-regulation theory (1986)
underscoring the value of feedback and self-reflection, teacher performance assessments involve
critical reflection with transformative learning that enables teachers to analyze the effects of their
instruction on student learning (Liu, 2015). Albert Bandura developed the social learning theory
in the 1960’s, then further developed his ideas into the social cognitive theory in 1986. Social
cognitive learning theory is described as a reciprocal triad function of behavior, individual
cognition, and environment. Each of the three functions has an effect on the other two. An
extension of behavioristic learning theories, Albert Bandura’s theory of social cognitive learning
maintains that learners observe modeled behaviors from others (instructors or peers), internalize
those behaviors by committing them to memory, then translate those memories into personalized
behaviors of their own. When learners are able to successfully match the observed behaviors,
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their self-efficacy rises, and they tend to have greater confidence. Conversely, when a student is
unable to successfully match the observed behavior, self-efficacy decreases, often leading to
stress and anxiety (Bandura, 1989). This theory asserts that observing modeled behavior enables
learners to obtain new behaviors and knowledge of their own. Bandura’s social cognitive theory
provides insight into how students process feedback and then turn that feedback into action in
future work.
Bandura’s self-regulation theory describes how a person’s feelings, behaviors, and
thoughts affect goal setting attainment. Individuals must not rely solely on the contribution of
outside forces in order to attain their own goals. Instead, the self-regulation theory asserts that
individuals must contribute personal motivation, behavior, and intellectual development to attain
success in goal achievement. These three factors operate reciprocally to build a knowledge
structure for self-regulation. As individuals encounter learning experiences, they retain feedback
and memories to expand this knowledge base. These factors all then contribute to the
development of personal goals (Bandura & Cervone, 1986), which impacts how students use
feedback on performance assessments.
Research is beginning to emerge on how the use of teacher performance assessments is
affected by GPA or student demographic information, but there is a gap in research about how
actual pre-student teaching instruction and coursework affect the successful completion of a
teacher performance assessment. Teacher preparation programs must ensure that pre-student
teaching and student teaching experiences provide teacher candidates with opportunities to
develop and apply the best practices, such as self-reflection while planning, teaching, and
assessing instruction as well as the use of critical professor feedback to improve instruction
(Bandura & Adams, 1977).
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Many current teacher-licensure assessments incorporate the reflective learning theories
supported by Bandura’s self-regulation and cognition theories (Brown, Peterson, & Yao, 2016).
The incorporation of critical feedback appears to show promise in improving student teacher
success in instruction (Liu, 2015). Post-instruction self-reflection allows student teachers to
reflect more deeply, think more widely, and link the broader principles of teaching to critical
events in the classroom. College instructors who prepare teacher candidates to analyze their
teaching techniques give them tools to use for self-analysis.
Problem Statement
Preparing teachers to serve the diverse needs of students in today’s classrooms is a
daunting task for colleges and teacher preparation programs. Due to the need for new teachers to
excel in diverse classrooms, many teacher preparation programs have modified coursework from
traditional pedagogy instruction to include new teaching techniques to address the needs of
today’s classrooms (Paine, Beal-Alvarez, & Sheetz, 2016; Clayton, 2019). Previous research
studies have found that teacher candidates with high GPA’s were more confident in preparation
and overall readiness for the preparation and instruction elements of teacher performance
assessments, than those with average or low GPAs (Brown, 2018). TPA planning tasks
demonstrate the candidate’s ability to plan for instruction by creating standards-based lesson
plans that incorporate a variety of learning strategies and accommodations for student learning
(Pearson Education, Inc., 2020). TPA instruction tasks include video clips of the candidate’s
actual classroom instruction to live students (Pearson Education, Inc., 2020). Other studies
demonstrate that student teachers who are able to critically reflect on their own work may have
an advantage in understanding how their future students will learn. Huston (2016) explored the
effect of critical self-reflections on teacher candidates. Self-reflection in written commentary
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deepens the student teachers’ understanding of their teaching experiences. Furthermore, Brown,
Peterson and Yao (2016) found feedback was shown to play a significant role in the development
of student self-efficacy and academic performance. Given that teacher candidates typically
complete practice teacher performance assessments before student teaching in methods courses,
comparing baseline data on pre-student teaching performance assessments (TPA’s) with later
performance on TPA’s completed during student teaching would be beneficial in the
development of teacher preparation coursework (Okraski & Kissau, 2018). Additionally, teacher
candidates’ themselves benefit from self-reflection by identifying areas for development before
student teaching (McLean & Price, 2018). To develop self-reflection skills, pre-service teachers
should be given opportunities throughout their preparation programs to practice reflective written
commentary (McLean & Price, 2018). Despite these related studies, there is little research
concerning the effect that pre-student teaching instruction has on success during the student
teaching experience or even after graduation during the first years of teaching.
The practice of self-reflection helps teacher candidates to frame problems and inform
future instruction (Ajayi, 2016). Researchers studying special education teacher candidates found
that without direct guidance in the reflective process from college instructors or mentor teachers,
teacher candidates were unable to make meaningful application of their self-reflection
(deBettencourt & Nagro, 2019). Teacher preparation programs must provide teacher candidates
with content-specific instruction and support to better prepare them for today’s diverse
classrooms (Okraski & Kissau, 2018). The problem is that research has not fully addressed
which pre-student teaching indicators demonstrate teacher candidate mastery of self-reflection,
as revealed in scores of pre-service teacher exit exams.
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Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative, correlational study is to examine the predictive
relationship between cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher performance scores, and practice
teacher performance assessment scores (predictor variables) and performance on Pearson’s
edTPA (criterion variable). Because teacher performance assessments rely heavily on the use of
reflective learning in the writing of narrative commentary, many teacher preparation programs
have incorporated practice TPA’s within undergraduate practicum experiences to introduce
reflective learning and writing to their students.
This study will use GPA, cooperating teacher fieldwork assessment scores, and practice
teacher performance assessment scores from 73 education majors at a Midwestern liberal arts
university as predictor variables to examine their relationship with scores from Pearson’s
Educative Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA), completed as an exit exam during student
teaching. Pearson’s edTPA is a standardized teacher performance assessment conducted during
student teaching to assess the teacher candidate’s readiness to enter the classroom (AACTE,
2020). The first predictor variable will be the candidate’s cumulative GPA at the beginning of
the student teaching semester. The second predictor variable will be the candidate’s cooperating
teacher fieldwork assessment scores on a standardized fieldwork rubric completed during the
candidate’s sophomore fieldwork experience. The final predictor variable will be the candidate’s
combined Analysis of Student Learning scores from a practice TPA completed during the junior
fieldwork experience. The combined Analysis of Student Learning score will be derived from
three teacher performance assessment tasks addressing candidates’ ability to critically analyze
their planning, instruction, and assessment in a real classroom experience (AACTE, 2020). The
criterion variable will be the combined Analysis of Student Learning scores on the actual edTPA
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completed during the student teaching experience. This analysis is identical to the assessment
used in the practice TPA (AACTE, 2020) completed in the junior fieldwork. The final score for
the edTPA is determined by the average of all 15 rubrics on Pearson’s edTPA.
Significance of the Study
Based upon Pearson Education, Inc.’s claims of edTPA accuracy and reliability, teacher
preparation programs use the assessment to determine student readiness to teach, while state
licensing boards across the country use the assessment as a qualification test for licensure
(Parkes & Powell, 2015). Since its inception, there have been research studies conducted on the
edTPA’s success in creating a standardized measure of teacher effectiveness (Parkes & Powell,
2015) as well as the edTPA’s ability to bolster student teachers’ self-efficacy in the classroom
(Watson & Marschall, 2019). There has also been research contrasting how students of color and
white students perform on the edTPA (Williams, Hart, & Algozzine, 2019). However, research is
needed to determine how pre-student teaching coursework, practicum experience, and GPA
affect student teacher performance on the edTPA, and ultimately on classroom instruction.
Adding to the overall knowledge base of teacher preparation instruction, this study will help
colleges and universities understand the benefits of preparing teacher candidates through
instruction in reflective self-feedback on practice performance assessments (Williams-Chizhik,
Williams-Chizhik, Close, & Gallego, 2017; Paugh, Bethke-Wendell, Power, & Gilbert, 2017;
McArdle & Ryan, 2017). This study will be important to teacher preparation programs as they
modify their coursework to address teacher performance assessments. It will also be important to
teacher candidates themselves as they advance through their programs of study and prepare for
the edTPA (Paine, Beal-Alvarez, & Sheetz, 2016; Kilty & Burrows, 2019; Brown S, 2018).
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Research Questions
RQ1: How accurately can performance on Pearson’s edTPA be predicted from the linear
combination of grade point average, cooperating teacher assessment scores, and practice teacher
performance assessment scores?
Definitions
1. Pre-service teacher – A teacher candidate enrolled in a teacher preparation program
receiving training before his or her first teaching job (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004).
2. Student teacher – A teacher candidate who has been assigned to a school for his or her
final capstone teaching practicum experience (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004).
3. Cooperating teacher – An experienced teacher who mentors a pre-service or student
teacher (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004).
4. Teacher performance assessment – A portfolio-styled assessment that measures a
teacher’s pedagogical knowledge and skills in classroom instruction (Huston, 2016).
5. edTPA – The Educative Teacher Performance Assessment is a national, subject-specific
portfolio-based teaching performance assessment.
6. Cumulative GPA – the total points earned in a program by the total number of credits
attempted.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
This systematic literature review examines the value of self-reflection in Pearson’s
Educative Teacher Performance Assessment. Typically taken during the process of student
teaching, the edTPA is a standardized teacher performance assessment that evaluates how well
teacher candidates plan, instruct, and assess learning in the classroom. This chapter presents a
review of the current literature related to the topic of contributing factors to success in the
edTPA. In the first section, theories relevant to self-efficacy, social cognition, self-regulation,
and critical reflection are discussed. The second section contains a synthesis of recent literature
regarding self-assessment, evidence-based assessment, performance-based assessment, the effect
of grade point average on successful teacher preparation, the value of cooperating teacher
feedback during fieldwork and practicum experiences, and the effect of the edTPA on teacher
candidates and their instruction. The final section of this review explores how the use of the
edTPA has affected how educator preparation programs, university supervisors, and cooperating
teachers are preparing student teachers to implement self-reflection practices. In the end, a gap in
the literature is identified, presenting a viable need for the current study.
Theoretical Framework

The potential benefit of teacher performance assessments to measure effective teacher
preparation is best understood through the lens of a theoretical framework. This section explores
four theoretical frameworks that guide the research in this study. The first two theoretical
frameworks come largely from Bandura’s self-efficacy theory (Bandura & Adams, 1977) and
social cognitive theory (Bandura & Cervone, 1986). The third theory examined is Zimmerman’s
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self-regulation theory (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997), and the final theory is Smyth’s critical
reflection theory (Smyth, 1989). Bandura’s theories explore the how a person’s self-efficacy and
reflection on past experiences affect future performance. Zimmerman and Smythe’s theories
inform the self-reflection one uses to improve future performances.
Self-efficacy Theory
Self-efficacy Theory Defined
Self-efficacy is a belief in one's ability to succeed in a situation or specific task. Initially
developed by Albert Bandura in 1977, self-efficacy theory explores the relationships between
thinking, feeling, motivation, and behavior (Bandura & Adams, 1977). Bandura’s theory asserts
that there are four main sources to self-efficacious belief: mastery of experiences, vicarious
experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional or physiological states. As individuals take
ownership of their growth in a skill-set, their self-efficacy grows and their actions can become
almost automatic and routine (Watson & Marschall, 2019). Yost (2006) asserts that personal
self-efficacy is responsible for the amount of effort individuals expend to complete tasks
successfully. Additionally, the prominence of optimism about one’s ability to learn contributes to
self-efficacy and successful learning or completion of tasks (Phan, 2016).
Bandura (1994) describes mastery of experiences as the success individuals achieve when
they take on new challenges and succeed. Just as success builds robust belief in individuals’
personal self-efficacy, failures tend to undermine self-efficacy, especially if the failure occurs
before efficacy is established (Bandura, 1994; Bandura, 1997). Individuals who believe they
have the capability to succeed at a task or achieve a goal are more likely to try harder and less
likely to give up (Webb-Williams, 2018). As individuals succeed in tasks, or achieve their goals,
Bandura (1997) stresses the importance of interpreting and integrating those mastery
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experiences. Because they are the most authentic indicators of an individual’s capabilities,
mastery experiences have the strongest effect on self-efficacy development (Pfitzner-Eden,
2016).
Bandura’s second source of self-efficacy development comes through vicarious
experiences. Observations and modeling are vicarious experiences that influence an individual’s
self-efficacy (Willis, Weiser, & Smith, 2016). According to Bandura (1994), observing similar
people succeed by sustained effort gives observers the belief that they possess the capability to
master similar activities. Observing peers in action strengthens an observer’s self-efficacy to
perform similar actions at similar levels (Martins, 2015). Vicarious experiences are especially
beneficial in self-efficacy development when the observing individuals have little or no prior
experiences in the subject area, or are uncertain about their own capabilities (Bandura, 1997;
Willis, Weiser, & Smith, 2016).
Adding to Bandura’s theories of mastery and vicarious experiences, self-efficacy
development is also heavily influenced by the verbal persuasion of others that can convince
individuals of their own capabilities, particularly if the source providing the persuasion is
deemed to be a credible source (Pfitzner-Eden, 2016). Individuals who are convinced verbally
that they possess the capabilities to be successful in certain activities are more likely to expend
and sustain greater effort, even if they have strong feelings of doubt about their abilities
(Bandura, 1994). Verbal persuasion can come in a variety of forms and from a variety of sources:
colleagues, friends, family, instructors, and institutions (Hussain & Pennington, 2019). Judging
personal capability becomes most effective through the cognitive and reflective thought of the
verbal persuasion of others (Martins, 2015). Furthermore, verbal persuasion supplies positive
information that enhances an individual’s motivation to overcome difficulties, and that
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persuasion is strengthened with the level of credibility, trustworthiness, and experience of the
persuader (Martins, 2015; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Bandura, 1997).
Emotional status, Bandura and Adam’s (1977) final major source of self-efficacious
development, refers to an individual’s psychological response to, and feelings about an activity
(Hussain & Pennington, 2019). Stress, anxiety, and physical excitement exert significant
influence on performance. When individuals are anxious about performing an activity, especially
a new experience, those feelings of nervousness often serve as roadblocks to learning and
improvement (d'Allessio, 2018). Emotions of joy, pride, and love are associated with higher
perceived self-efficacy, while individuals with a lower sense of self-efficacy feel hopeless,
fatigued, and even angry (Burić, 2018). For example, in a classroom setting, when teachers feel
successful in creating positive learning experiences for their students, they feel supported by a
positive classroom climate (Martins, 2015). In any context, individuals with positive emotional
self-evaluations are far more likely to be intrinsically motivated to pursue goals that will lead to
higher performance and satisfaction (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).
Self-efficacy Theory Established
Once self-efficacy is established, Bandura asserts that it remains relatively stable
(Bandura, 1997). However, when developing, self-efficacy can be affected by professional
feedback, experiences, and physiological or affective states (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy,
& Hoy, 1998). Because of these potential developmental factors, it is important to understand
how self-efficacy is developed in early stages of development, such as teacher preparation
programs (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Knowledge and beliefs are important to
becoming proficient in a desired activity, and self-efficacy theory casts light on the relationship
between thought and action (Bandura, 1997). In education, establishing effective methods for
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pre-service teacher candidate opportunities to practice classroom teaching is required to develop
high self-efficacy (Ekici, 2018). Bandura (1997) asserts that self-efficacy is most malleable in
early learning, so the first years of teaching are the most critical for self-efficacy development.
Therefore, colleges and other teacher preparation programs should craft realistic teaching
experiences for candidates to practice and establish their teaching self-efficacy (Carrier, 2009).
Self-efficacy Theory in Teaching
Novices in any activity consider their actions in advance, and according to self-efficacy
theory, they construct mental models of future action based on their self-assessment of
knowledge, capabilities, and context (Bandura, 1997). For novice teachers, their self-efficacy in
classroom instruction has an effect on their ability to plan and carry out future instruction.
Teacher self-efficacy is the idea that teachers with a higher sense of personal efficacy in their
own classroom teaching believe that they can have a higher effect on student achievement
(Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 1990). Originally conceptualized by Ashton (1984), teacher selfefficacy is also associated with teacher’s beliefs about student autonomy, willingness to
implement new teaching strategies, and the inclusion of motivational techniques for low
achieving students.
Teacher efficacy beliefs are shaped primarily in the early stages of teacher preparation
and development (Hoy & Spero, 2005). Guskey and Passaro (1994) assert that personal selfefficacy and teacher self-efficacy are similar constructs that are organized by a sense of internal
and external factors of control. Multiple studies have reported that fieldwork, practicum, and
student teaching experiences are the primary opportunities for pre-service teachers to increase in
self-efficacy (Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 1990). Once teacher candidates move out of student
teaching and into their own classrooms, self-efficacy continues to play a pivotal role in success.
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Teachers who have a high sense of self-efficacy demonstrate greater durability against the
challenges that emerge in the classroom (Ekici, 2018). The theory of self-efficacy is relevant to
this study because student performance on teacher performance assessments is heavily
influenced by the proactive role that the individual takes in his learning, specifically in the
narrative self-reflective commentaries, which reveal their self-efficacy.
Social Cognition Theory
Social Cognition Theory Defined
The social cognition theory asserts that self-observation, self-evaluation, self-reaction,
and self-efficacy all have an effect on motivation and goal attainment (Bandura & Cervone,
1986). Initially termed as the social learning theory, Bandura’s work gained traction in 1986 and
became known as social cognition theory. His goal in developing this theory was to explain how
individuals regulate their behavior through control and reinforcement of goal-directed actions
over a specified period of time. For example, emotional regulation skills developed during early
childhood are known to influence cognitive and social regulation during middle childhood, and
vice versa (Bailey & Jones, 2019). Both of Bandura’s theories center on a dynamic reciprocal
relationship between their contributing factors. The social cognitive theory explores the
relationships between self-observation, self-evaluation, self-reaction, and self-efficacy (Bandura
& Cervone, 1986).
The Andressen, Konradt, and Neck (2011) study aligns the concept of self-observation
with self-leadership within the social cognitive theory. According to that study, self-observation
is defined as a process to improve self-motivation and influence one’s self-direction. Selfobservation, sometimes referred to as self-assessment, is a valuable tool to determine consistency
across tasks, across items, and over short periods of time for individuals who were trained to
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evaluate their work (Ross, 2006). Individuals with high levels of self-efficacy exhibit stronger
motivation, persistence, and are more apt to accept innovative ideas (Bandura, 1997). As
individuals move through the process of self-observation to reflect on their own practices, they
are enabled to continuously analyze their abilities for further improvement (Eun, 2018).
Once individuals have made self-observations of their abilities to perform tasks, the next
step in the process of social cognition is self-evaluation. Proust (2013) describes the selfevaluative view as the way individuals process whether or not they were able to do what they
expected they should do in the observed task. Self-evaluation involves cognitively assessing how
individuals remember, reason, or perceive their actions (Fernández-Castro & MartínezManrique, 2020). Self-evaluation of learning is strongly related to reliable performance and
improved understanding of ability and function (Lyons & Bandura, 2019).
A third aspect of the social cognition theory involves people’s self-reaction to their own
behaviors. When individuals plan and anticipate their behaviors, they react by reflecting on the
outcomes, then use that reflection to categorize those behaviors as successful or unsuccessful
(Niveen, Kahlor, Lian, & Rosenthal, 2015). Zimmerman (2010) asserts that self-reaction takes
place in a cycle of one of two forms. The first form of self-reaction includes the feelings of selfsatisfaction and positive affect in a person’s performance. A second form of self-reaction
includes defensive or adaptive responses to one’s performance of an activity (Zimmerman,
2010). For example, students who set goals for themselves are more likely to observe their
performance in the target area and display higher levels of self-efficacy than those who do not set
goals (Bandura & Schunk, 1981). As individuals perceive and react to their own actions, they
become producers and not products of their environment (MacMahon, Carroll, & Gillies, 2020).
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A final cog in the wheel of social cognition theory is self-efficacy. In light of the
reciprocal nature of the relationship among personal, environmental, and behavioral factors,
performance of behavior serves as a strong predictor of self-efficacy (Wilson, Marks-Woolfson,
& Durkin, 2020). The motivational power of individuals’ self-efficacy often transforms with
time to strong feelings of affect toward their work, which in turn regulates their behavior (1977).
Based on Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory, self-efficacy beliefs are determinants of
behavior and affective reactions to current and future behaviors (Mielniczuk & Laguna, 2020).
Positive affective experiences related to an individual’s work give more energy to engage in
creating more solutions for implantation (Scott & Bruce, 1994).
Social Cognition Theory Established
Bandura asserts that the reciprocal interaction among the personal, behavioral, and
environmental factors fosters learning and creativity (Bandura, 2001). Examined in light of
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory (1979), these personal characteristics make up
multiple systems that play a pivotal role in development. As individuals interact within their
environmental factors, or systems, their sense of agency is developed, and they are able to
produce outcomes based on actions or behaviors (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Social cognition is
often established in formal education as knowledge and skills are commonly included in
textbooks and online learning modules, but the social contexts of such knowledge are frequently
overlooked (Regmi, 2020). When individuals take learning as a form of practice or action, they
become the recipient of existing knowledge and become producers of new knowledge, based on
those meaningful actions (Regmi, 2020). The development of social cognition is rooted in two
types of expectations: efficacy expectation and outcome expectation (Lee, Chen, & Wang, 2017).
An efficacy expectation is the belief that a person can successfully complete behaviors required
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to produce desired outcomes, while outcome expectations are beliefs in the effects of actions on
completing desired outcomes. These two separate expectations influence behavior initiation and
regulation (Lippke, 2017).
Social Cognition Theory in Teaching
In a classroom setting, teachers establish goals based on personal characteristics, such as
preferences, beliefs, and motivation (Plucker, Baghetto, & Dow, 2004). College students
learning to become classroom teachers are developing these personal characteristics as they
observe teaching techniques modeled by their instructors, evaluate their own practice teaching
experiences through written personal and cooperating teacher feedback, and observe teachers
leading student discussions and peer interactions during fieldwork experiences (Nathan, Eilam,
& Kim, 2007). For the same reason that school districts incorporate learning theory driven
professional development programs, teacher preparation programs need to incorporate learning
theory driven instruction, because it improves understanding of cognitive development, which in
turn leads to effective planning and identification of factors leading to success for pre-service
teachers (Eun, 2019). The social cognition theory is relevant to this study because the behaviors
and goals that individuals maintain during their pre-student teaching coursework and field
experiences affect their success on teacher performance assessments such as the edTPA.
Self-regulation Theory
Self-regulation Theory Defined
A third theory guiding this research is Zimmerman’s self-regulation theory, which asserts
that people take control of their own learning by analyzing and evaluating their behaviors, then
use that feedback to regulate their actions toward their goals of information acquisition,
expanding expertise, and self-improvement (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997). Drawing largely
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from Bandura’s theory of reciprocal interactions, Zimmerman developed his self-regulation
theory in 1997. His theory asserts that there are four phases guiding self-regulation: cognitivemotor skill observation, initiation, self-control, and self-regulation (Zimmerman & Kitsantas,
1997).
Self-regulation Theory Established
Similar to self-efficacy theory and social cognition theory, self-regulation theory depends
on internalized reflection of behaviors and attitudes, but also includes the use of written and
verbal feedback to guide behavior. This feedback comes from internal reflection during
preparation, implementation, and the completion of an activity (Brown, Peterson, & Yao, 2016).
In the classroom setting, this type of feedback may come in the form of written journals or even
instructor driven discussion. The use of feedback allows an individual to proactively regulate
learning and use that learning to change future behaviors, rather than simply receive instruction
passively (Van Laer & Elen, 2017).
Self-regulation Theory in Teaching
Computer and web-based education are changing the face of education significantly,
evidenced most recently by accommodations made during the COVID-19 global pandemic.
From K-12 to higher education, there have been radical changes to the way schools provide day
to day classroom experiences (Green, 1991). As blended forms of learning rise in popularity,
teachers must be able to evaluate their teaching methods for effectiveness in light of the changes
taking place in schools (Smith & Kurthen, 2007). Self-regulation is a self-directed process in
which learners convert their previously held mental abilities into new task-related skills for
learning (Zimmerman, 1990). Reflecting on one’s learning, as self-regulation theory asserts, is
shown to have positive effects on cognitive, metacognitive, and motivational variables (Anseel,
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2009). Self-regulation theory is relevant to the study because of the significant roles that
feedback and reflection on learning play in the edTPA process.
Critical Reflection Theory
Critical Reflection Defined
Finally, a fourth theory guiding this research is critical reflection theory. John Smyth
developed his theory of critical reflection in 1987, based on his studies of empiricist John Locke
(Smyth, 1989). Smyth later published his ideas in 1989. For 21st century educators to be effective
leaders, they must be able to reflect on their own practices in the classroom and adjust their
instruction (LaBelle, 2017). Critical reflection in an educational context is a reasoning process
that adds meaning to pedagogy instruction by adding knowledge attained from practice in the
classroom. This type of reflection explores what has worked well in the classroom.
Just as self-reflection theory uses feedback to guide behavior and shape responses,
critical reflection theory utilizes the application of knowledge acquired during instruction
(Smyth, 1989). Critical reflection then requires an individual to examine both past and future
actions, then use that reflection to chart a course of action. Within a classroom setting,
individuals critically examine their instruction in the classroom, then make desired changes into
their future instruction (Smyth, 1989). As an extension of critical thinking, critical reflection
requires an individual to step back and examine one’s thinking by asking questions, then use the
answers to those questions to inform future actions.
Critical Reflection Established
Critical reflection can stand alone as a learning method, but often is paired with selfefficacy or self-regulation theories (Victoria State Government, 2007). Essential to this process is
the real-life observation of and participation in teaching and learning within the classroom
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(LaBelle, 2017). Critical reflection examines the present, but more importantly speculates about
the future. When teachers take the time to evaluate the way they presented lessons or instructed
their students, the critical reflection process gives them the opportunity to shape future
instruction with the same students as well as subsequent groups of students. As individuals
develop the skills of reflection and critical analysis, they see an intimate connection between
practice and theory (LaBelle, 2017). Just as reflection is relevant to this study, critical reflection
is also relevant because of its prominent role in the edTPA.
Critical Reflection in Teaching
Self-reflection is a core activity for all teachers in contemporary education, making the
instruction of self-reflection a critical tool for teacher development (Kazeni & McNaught, 2020).
Walkington (2010) asserts that teaching critical self-reflection is crucial because it assists in the
development of teacher identity. In addition to instruction during initial education coursework,
continued practice of self-reflection is an important part of the student teaching process, and
even beyond when teachers get into their own future classrooms (Kazeni & McNaught, 2020).
Addressing the importance of instruction in self-reflection, Frick, Carl, & Beets (2010) point out
that a student teacher’s preconceived ideas about teaching and learning are not often recognized,
understood, or acknowledged by themselves, their education instructors, and their cooperating
teachers, despite the decisive impact these preconceived ideas have on the process of learning to
teach. Frick, Carl, & Beets (2010) further stress the importance of establishing a habit of critical
self-reflection during early education course instruction, fieldwork, and practicum experiences.
Once student teachers leave their training placements and move into their own
classrooms, the continued practice of critical self-reflection is best facilitated through appropriate
professional development activities (Ajani, 2019). Reflective practices allow teachers to act in

36
deliberate, intentional ways to explore what they do, how they do it, and what the outcomes will
be (Farrell, 2020). Farrell (2020) further asserts that critical reflection allows teachers to think
about themselves and their teaching in light of their feelings and emotions, as well as their literal
teaching practices. Application of these life-long learning processes promotes better instructional
delivery and overall teacher quality (Ajani, 2019).
The literature explored in this chapter suggests that there is a relationship between
student teacher success and pre-student teaching reflection experiences. The theories of selfefficacy (Bandura & Adams, 1977), social cognition (Bandura & Cervone, 1986), selfregulation, and critical reflection (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997) lay the groundwork for
effective learning experiences that contribute to student teacher success in completion of
performance assessments such as the edTPA. These four theories address several practices
common to teacher performance assessments: mastery of experiences, self-observation and
regulation, and critical reflection. The following literature review demonstrates the tie between
these practices and the edTPA (AACTE, 2020), which is examined in this study.

Related Literature
The related literature described in each of the following sections depicts the influence
that self-reflection has on teacher performance assessments such as the edTPA. Themes
presented below examine the positive effects of self-assessment, evidence-based assessment, and
performance-based assessment on successful performance of teacher performance assessments.
This review also examines the literature concerning the effect grade point average (GPA) has on
teacher candidate performance as well as the influence of the edTPA on teacher candidate
success, instruction in their preparation programs, and cooperating teacher training and
expectations. The reviewed literature for this chapter is acquired through various online
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databases including Google Scholar, Proquest, and online editions of peer-reviewed academic
journals. The following are the primary keywords and phrases used to search for relevant
sources: pre-service teacher, student teacher, cooperating teacher, self-directed feedback, peer
feedback, cooperating teacher feedback, teacher performance assessment, grade point average,
predictors of success on the edTPA, critical reflection, self-efficacy, social cognition, selfregulation, and edTPA.
Assessment
Assessment is a primary element of teacher preparation programs that incorporates
reflection on cognitive processes of prospective teachers, the content of what they are thinking,
the goals of their thinking, and the ways that thinking affects their teaching in the classroom
(Liu, 2015). Employing what is sometimes referred to as personal practical theory, teacher
candidates are trained to reflect on their own teaching experiences in an attempt to recognize and
use those experiences to improve their instructional practice (Mehrpour & Moghadam, 2018). In
the context of student teaching, successful teacher candidates not only understand the content
they are teaching, but also how the content affects other subject areas they are teaching.
Successful student teachers also practice imitation of teaching techniques modeled by mentor
teachers. Self-assessment, evidence-based assessment, and performance-based assessment all
rely upon critical reflection practices after instruction has taken place, or reflecting on teaching
strategies that have proven successful and those that have not (Liu, 2015).
Self-reflection practices during instruction serve to reveal student teachers’ practical
beliefs about teaching and to stimulate those beliefs into actual classroom practice (Mehrpour &
Moghadam, 2018). Student teacher success comes from critical reflection practices, such as
continuously analyzing, questioning, and critiquing assumptions about self, schools, society, and
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learning in general. If assessment does not lead to substantive change in action, the value of the
assessment is minimal (Liu, 2015). Personal reflection is a key component of student teacher
assessment because of the essential role that pedagogical belief development plays in teacher
preparation (Fairbanks, Duffy, He, Levin, & Stein, 2010). Encouraging student teachers to
engage in reflection on their beliefs, attitudes, and classroom teaching provides them deeper
understanding of their experiences to inform their future classroom practices (He, lundgren, &
Pynes, 2017).
Self-assessment
Among the three types of assessment examined in this literature, self-assessment and
evidence-based assessment stress the importance of reflective practices to generate feedback,
especially self-reflective feedback. Most teacher preparation programs incorporate self-reflective
practices within coursework and fieldwork placements to promote critical thinking skills and
develop professional growth (deBettencourt & Nagro, 2019). Rather than faculty assessment,
student self-assessment generally involves students evaluating their own work and progress as
they are learning. Before student teaching, self-assessment takes place in student coursework,
journals, and fieldwork experiences. The student teaching experience provides pre-service
teachers with more in-depth opportunities to reflect on their practice and gain valuable insights
from cooperating teachers and university supervisors (Tsai & H, 2019).
As teacher candidates reflect on student teaching experiences, their descriptions typically
focus on themselves, rather than on their students or other teachers, allowing them to identify
gaps in skill or areas of weak knowledge (deBettencourt & Nagro, 2019). Teacher candidates are
urged to reflect on or think critically about what they are doing and why they are doing it
(McArdle & Ryan, 2017). Both self-assessment and evidence-based assessment practices
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strengthen teacher candidates’ ability to recognize their strengths and limitations while
simultaneously refining their decision-making skills during instruction (deBettencourt & Nagro,
2019). Self-assessment and evidence-based assessment both underscore the importance of
teacher growth. As teacher candidates regularly reflect on their practices, they notice a shift in
how they view themselves (deBettencourt & Nagro, 2019). McArdle & Ryan (2017) maintain
that evidence-based reflection also allows teacher candidates to grow in their teaching skill by
ignoring the politics or social dynamics of a particular classroom and simply reflecting on their
instruction (McArdle & Ryan, 2017). With the experience gleaned from this practice of selfreflection, student teachers develop the ability to easily reflect on their own learning, the
strategies modeled by their cooperating teachers, and the learning of the students in their student
teaching classrooms (Rasyidah, Triana, & Saukah, 2020).
Digital recording of student teaching instruction is considered good practice for selfassessment and is used in most teacher preparation programs (Ajayi, 2016). Students who record
themselves have the benefit of reviewing their own work for reflective purposes, but also benefit
from faculty and peer feedback aligned with their own feedback that can be synchronized to the
very minute or even second on a video (Ardley & Repaskey, 2019). Self-assessment practices are
built directly into each of the three edTPA sections. Student teachers are required to submit two
ten-minute video clips of themselves teaching, and to write extensive commentary about their
instruction (AACTE, 2020). This type of video self-assessment allows student teachers to
analyze their own performance in the classroom, then use that data to connect their individual
teaching experiences to the broader context of the ideas they are teaching (Ajayi, 2016). Labelle
(2017) further asserts that 21st century educators need to continually utilize self-reflection
techniques to improve not only their own instruction, but the entire teaching profession. The use
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of video self-reflection, such as the method used in the edTPA helps students analyze and
evaluate their teaching performance from an observer’s stance, stimulate an externalization of
their reflective ideas, and actively construct new insights into their teaching skill (Li, 2018).
Evidence-based Assessment
In addition to the valuable role of self-based assessment in teacher preparation, evidencebased assessment also provides useful data to teacher candidates and their college faculty as to
their development in classroom instruction. Evidence-based assessment stems from the larger
movement of evidence-based practice that involves using the best research-based methods
available to provide instruction. There is significant value in teaching the interconnectedness of
educational theory and instructional practice (Kim & Kim, 2017). Within most teacher
preparation programs, students are given assignments and projects that provide their instructors
with a constant stream of formative assessments of their understanding of pedagogy and
educational theory (Bondie, 2016). These assessments typically come in the form of projects or
assignments designed to convey the theory behind sound educational pedagogy and application
of that pedagogy in the classroom. Surveys, feedback requests, and other forms of faculty
communication also provide students and faculty opportunities for tracking progress toward
learning goals. These types of evidence-based assessments, commonly utilized in fieldwork or
practicum experiences, also provide practice in real-world classroom experiences, such as
planning before instruction and reflection after instruction, and valuable cooperating teacher
feedback (Bondie, 2016).
For college instructors and program developers, evidence-based assessments provide data
that is helping in course design and revision, as well as instruction on understanding how to
know the characteristics of learners within the context of their classroom (Kilty & Burrows,
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2019). When student teachers reflect on their teaching experiences, they are not simply finding
ways to describe previously understood concepts, rather, they are negotiating the meaning of
their instruction in a social context (Bennion, Cannon, Hill, Nelson, & Ricks, 2019), then
translating those concepts into future teaching experiences. Student teachers need methods and
tools to help them focus on preparation of observable and evidence-based assessments during
lessons, and reflections on the information gained from the assessment (Juhler, 2018). Evidencebased assessment allows clinical practice to merge with scientifically-based educational theory
(Kim & Kim, 2017).
Performance-based Assessment
Self-assessment and evidence-based assessment practices have been commonly used in
teacher preparation programs for decades. However, in recent years, performance-based
assessments have grown in use as an alternative to traditional multiple-choice, or other objective
tests. These types of assessments can take place in front of peers in a college classroom setting,
or in a real classroom with a cooperating teacher. Rather than simply assessing a student’s ability
to produce test answers, performance-based assessments encourage the use of higher-order
thinking to demonstrate understanding and are shown to be effective in changing pre-service
teacher behaviors (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). For teacher candidates to grow in confidence and
demonstrate understanding, they must be given ample opportunities to practice teaching (Anseel,
2009). When pre-service teachers are given opportunities before student teaching to practice
skills they are learning in the classroom, it enhances their knowledge of pedagogy, improves the
student teaching experience, and ultimately benefits overall student improvement (Coogle,
Ottley, Storie, Rahn, & Kurowski-Burt, 2020).
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Despite the value afforded by teaching performance-based assessment during the student
teaching experience, there are challenges to identifying supervising teachers who have the time
to mentor a student teacher, and challenges to finding a placement where the performance-based
assessment is modeled effectively (Coogle, Ottley, Storie, Rahn, & Kurwoski-Burt, 2018). While
state legislatures are mandating the use of performance-based assessment as a licensure
requirement, educator preparation programs are implementing performance-based assessments,
such as the edTPA, to give teacher candidates more confidence-building experiences (LaBelle,
2017), as well as provide additional tools for measuring teacher candidate development of
knowledge and skills learned in units of study (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019).
Since the edTPA is typically utilized during the student teaching experience, teacher
preparation programs are creating practice versions of the edTPA to prepare teacher candidates
for the actual edTPA (Langeberg, 2019). These practice edTPA’s take place during a fieldwork
or practicum experience, prior to student teaching. Just as self-based and evidence-based
assessments rely heavily on reflective feedback, performance-based assessments such as the
edTPA, or a practice edTPA, utilize written feedback, or commentary, from the candidate.
Performance-based assessments, as well as GPA and other teacher preparation experiences are
linked to success on the edTPA (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019).
There are many theories about how performance-based assessments, like the edTPA, are
improving the quality of teacher preparation and the overall teacher workforce. For example, the
edTPA is becoming a high-stakes screen to restrict entry into the teaching profession (Goldhaber,
Cowan, & Theobald, 2017). Educator preparation programs are also using performance-based
assessments to prepare new teachers for success on their first day in the classroom (Cash,
Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019). Assessments such as the edTPA may also be improving the
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quality of the overall teaching workforce by reinforcing effective teaching practices. Because it
was designed to be used in a student-teaching context, the edTPA is effective in influencing preservice teacher candidates in sound, research-based methodology that can shape their future
instruction in their own classroom (Pugach & Peck, 2016). Consequently, as the edTPA becomes
more commonly used nationwide in colleges and teacher preparation programs, it is becoming
known as the standard teacher performance assessment tool (Pugach & Peck, 2016). In addition
to its status as the TPA standard, the edTPA is also commonly being used as a de facto
gatekeeper to the teaching profession in many states (Ledwell & Oyler, 2016).
Grade Point Average
Predictor of Success
Several research studies have explored the way standardized tests, performance
assessments, and GPA are used to predict student success in teacher preparation programs. The
most common of these predictors, GPA, is consistently used by colleges and universities to
determine program admittance, continuance, and completion of the program (Evans, Kelly,
Baldwin, & Arnold, 2016). In their commonly cited seminal study on GPA, Quirk, Weinberg,
and Witten (1973), used GPA scores to predict success on early national teaching exams. That
initial research paved the way for scores of researchers to further delve into the predictive
relationship between GPA and program completion and performance assessments.
One study found 715 effect sizes from 123 separate GPA research projects over ten years
(D'Agostina & Powers, 2009). The conclusion of that combined study found that GPA was a
modest predictor of teaching competence, but performance assessments were significantly better
at predicting teaching skill (D'Agostina & Powers, 2009). Likewise, Kirchner, Evans, and
Norman (2010) discovered a significant relationship between GPA and pre-service teachers’
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performance on a screening tool used by various school districts to identify qualified candidates.
While both GPA and standardized tests, such as the Praxis and Praxis 2 have been used as
measures of teacher candidate success, GPA has consistently been used to predict pre-service
teachers’ success on teacher performance assessments (Kirchner, Evans, & Norman, 2010).
More recent studies have explored the relationship between overall GPA, academic discipline
(major) and performance on Pearson’s edTPA. Findings from these studies have shown positive
predictive relationships between GPA and successful completion of edTPA Task 1 and 3 scores
(Evans, Kelly, Baldwin, & Arnold, 2016).
Cooperating Teacher Feedback
Fieldwork and practicum experiences constitute some of the most vital and informative
parts of any teacher preparation program. Beginning as early as the freshman year of college,
most education majors are required to begin spending time observing and working in real
classrooms with cooperating teachers. The practice of pre-service teacher coaching was
somewhat limited in the 1980’s and 1990’s, but as federal legislation aimed at strengthening the
quality of teacher preparation becoming more prevalent in the late 1990’s, most teacher
preparation programs began implementing mentor-focused, feedback driven experiences for
education students (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). These practicum experiences serve a variety of
functions and are considered to be a crucial element of professional teacher development (Fives,
Hamman, & Olivarez, 2007). Fieldwork and practicum experiences offer students opportunities
to reflect on their own teaching skills and obtain valuable skills vicariously by observing and
serving under knowledgeable mentor teachers who can relate practical skills to the theoretical
knowledge in university coursework (Flores, 2015).
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In a study of cooperating teacher preparation, Becker et al (2019) explored the depth to
which cooperating teachers were prepared by university personnel to provide meaningful and
constructive feedback to fieldwork and practicum students. The study revealed that many
fieldwork students expected their cooperating teachers to provide instructional and emotional
support within the practicum experience (Davis & Fantozzi, 2016) and further reinforces the
positive effects of fieldwork and practicum coaching that been demonstrated in multiple research
studies (Kraft, Blazar, & Hogan, 2018). This instructional support from cooperating teachers is
important for the development of professional knowledge and teaching skills necessary for
success in the classroom and includes assistance with lesson planning, instruction-related
feedback and advice and other diagnostic assistance (Todorova, Sunder, Steffensky, & Möller,
2017). According to Hudson (2016), the lack of time needed to develop and strengthen these
relationships often proves to be problematic in establishing effective feedback and learning
support. However, research does support the implementation of cooperating teacher training on
how to implement pre-lesson conferences and post-instruction feedback to fieldwork and
practicum students (Becker, Waldis, & Staub, 2019; Hudson, 2016).
Pearson’s “Educative” Teacher Performance Assessment
As more and more states incorporate performance-based assessments in their path to
teacher licensure, one particular assessment is riding this wave of popularity (AACTE, 2020).
The edTPA is a performance-based assessment used by teacher preparation programs to equip
teacher candidates with the skills and supports needed for success in their classrooms (Pearson
Education, Inc., 2020). As of 2019, the edTPA is used in over 860 teacher preparation programs
in over 40 states and the District of Columbia (Bae, 2020, AACTE, 2020). During the student
teaching portion of their education program, teacher candidates prepare a portfolio of materials
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to demonstrate their readiness to teach. Designed to be used as a formative assessment of the
candidate’s learning and a summative assessment of the candidate’s readiness to teach (Bae,
2020), the edTPA portfolio includes detailed lessons plans, video segments of the candidate
teaching, and assessment tools used by the student teacher to assess learning (Pearson Education,
Inc., 2020).
In addition to lesson plans, video segments, and assessment tools, all three portions of the
edTPA include extensive reflective written commentary on the student teacher’s planning,
instruction, and assessment (Pearson Education, Inc., 2020). All these elements, or tasks, are
compiled into a portfolio that is submitted electronically to Pearson for scoring. Some research
has found that the time‐consuming nature of completing the required edTPA tasks can be
troubling for many teacher candidates and college faculty (Hildebrandt & Swanson, 2019). The
significant amount of planning and work involved in completing the edTPA during student
teaching has prompted some to question the value of the assessment. Since the edTPA is just one
of many requirements during student teaching, there are many educators who feel the extra time,
effort, and energy the edTPA demands of teacher candidates may not be worth the value of
assessment (Bae, 2020). Nevertheless, the use of the edTPA has grown and has had significant
influence on instruction in teacher preparation programs.
Criticism of the edTPA
Despite the time-consuming nature of the edTPA, it continues to rise in acceptance
among teacher preparation programs and states as a prerequisite for licensure. However, timeconsumption is not the only criticism of the assessment. For example, there are some in higher
education who are resistant to a nationalized standard assessment for teacher licensure, because
they feel it drives teacher preparation programs to teach to the edTPA, rather than customizing
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education to the needs of their students (Pugach & Peck, 2016). Another criticism stems from the
element of external control over teacher candidates that the edTPA seems to exert outside the
purview of teacher education programs (Hildebrandt & Swanson, 2019). The performance aspect
of the edTPA changes what it means to teach, requiring outside work and tasks that cause student
teachers to spend less time and attention with struggling students who need remediation, and
more time crafting a “perfect” lesson (Powell & Parkes, 2020). Other critics of the edTPA
suggest that it handicaps teacher candidates by requiring them to perform the assessment during
the student teaching placement, where the student teacher is subject to external restrictions from
the cooperating teacher and the cooperating school (Hébert, 2019). Another issue with the
edTPA is the pressure that student teachers face with compliance and standardization, as well as
the high-stakes requirement for licensure (Paugh, Bethke-Wendell, Power, & Gilbert, 2017).
Despite these criticisms, edTPA implementation continues to grow.
One final criticism of the edTPA concerns the utilization of different assessment rubrics
for general education teachers and special education teachers. Some argue that constructing these
assessment barriers between different teaching majors is actually hindering the acceptance of
special education students into general education classroom (Pugach & Peck, 2016). As it is a
relatively new assessment, there is not abundant research about success or predictive ability of
the edTPA on teacher performance in the classroom (Clayton, 2019), but there is growing
research on the limitations of the edTPA’s overall effectiveness.
Even with the numerous criticisms of the assessment, research suggests that the edTPA
may still be useful as a predictor of successful workforce entry for preservice teachers (Cohen, et
al., 2020, Bastian, et al., 2016). Successful edTPA completers tend to have far higher hiring rates
than non-completers in states that utilize the edTPA for licensure. It is also being used as
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screening mechanism for school districts to weed out candidates who may not be successful in
the classroom (Goldhaber, Cowan, & Theobald, 2017). Other significant research is being
conducted on the edTPA’s effect on teacher candidate performance, teacher candidate
instruction, and teacher preparation programs themselves.
Effect on Instruction
Criticism of the edTPA has not altered the utilization of the assessment in educational
instruction. Research suggests that implementation of the assessment has had significant
influence on the instruction of teacher candidates from their preparation programs (Kissau, Hart,
& Algozzine, 2019). Some teacher preparation program graduates who have completed the
edTPA have expressed strong objections to the use of the assessment (Heil & Berg, 2017), while
others assert that preparation for the edTPA had a positive effect on their teacher preparation.
Many programs are emphasizing instruction of how children learn individually and collectively,
as well as how teachers influence individual student learning (Huston, 2016). One significant
way the edTPA accomplishes this goal is by requiring student teachers to answer specific
questions about their students, using descriptive narrative and reflection on observed behaviors.
In addition to general demographic information (age, gender, race, etc.), factors that may
influence learning include intellectual disabilities, socioeconomic status, or other IEP-related
issues (Huston, 2016).
The edTPA is also shaping the way education students are taught to write reflectively
(Langeberg, 2019). To alleviate some of the stress and anxiety associated with the extensive
commentaries required in the edTPA, educational instruction is being focused not only on
pedagogy, but also on writing reflective feedback about practice experiences and understanding
of learning differences (Langeberg, 2019). Instruction is being reshaped to interrelate complex
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teaching skills with observation and reflection through class discussion or even written critiques
(Lopez, 2016). Finally, as college faculty are becoming more attuned to the detailed writing
components of the edTPA commentaries, they are retooling their instruction to model reflective
feedback in comments in student work (Heil & Berg, 2017).
Teacher Preparation
Not surprisingly, as educator preparation programs are adapting their instruction to meet
the demands of edTPA preparedness, institutions are also rethinking their approach to
cooperating teachers, or mentor teachers (Williams-Chizhik, Williams-Chizhik, Close, &
Gallego, 2017). Educator preparation programs are also examining co-teaching and teamteaching models within the student teaching placement, as opposed to traditional cooperating
teacher models (Williams-Chizhik, Williams-Chizhik, Close, & Gallego, 2017). They are also
listening to the voices of alumni about how the edTPA affected their student teaching experience
(Clayton, 2019). These collaborative approaches promote greater understanding of student
learning and effective instruction, as the candidates see modeling from multiple cooperating
teachers, and even other teacher candidates (Williams-Chizhik, Williams-Chizhik, Close, &
Gallego, 2017). Three significant effects the edTPA has had on teacher preparation are
developments in student teacher preparation, university supervisor preparation, and cooperating
teacher preparation.
Student Teacher Preparation
Due to the high-stakes nature of the edTPA as a test for individual state-licensure
(Kissau, Hart, & Algozzine, 2019), it is important that policymakers and educational institutions
consider the assessment’s limitations (Clayton, 2019) and internal biases. For example, some
statistically significant findings suggest that teacher candidates of color may not be as aware of
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or fully prepared for the difficulty of completing many of the edTPA requirements as are their
white peers (Williams, Hart, & Algozzine, 2019), demonstrating inherent racial bias within the
structure of the edTPA. As school districts aim to increase their diversity of faculty, use of the
edTPA has come under scrutiny by some minority groups who claim that the assessment gives
an unfair advantage to white teacher candidates (Williams, Hart, & Algozzine, 2019).
Also, there is general consensus that the edTPA does improve the quality of preservice
instruction during student teaching through the rigorous planning and detailed reflection that is
required (Goldhaber, Cowan, & Theobald, 2017). However, other studies suggest that the stress
of a high-stakes licensure requirement during student teaching may automatically handicap
teacher candidates by placing unnecessary stress on them during an already stressful student
teaching experience (Clayton, 2019). Much of this additional stress develops as student teachers
enter the semester with pre-conceived ideas about the edTPA. These sentiments come from
alumni who have previously completed the assessment or from other online resources that tend
to be critical of the assessment. Often these sources relate anecdotal criticisms of negative
personal experiences with the edTPA or personal opinions about the lack of research-based
evidence of edTPA effectiveness (Heil & Berg, 2017). Some of these negative perceptions
include feelings of detachment from cooperating teacher, and even abandonment from University
faculty.
Another ominous idea that influences teacher candidates is the timeframe for required
edTPA completion (Heil & Berg, 2017). Many student teachers start planning their edTPA
lessons from the first day of their semester. Rather than focusing on observation of quality
teaching technique by their mentor teacher, student teachers spend time scouring curriculum for
lessons that would fit nicely within an edTPA video lesson. The time spent evaluating their

51
lessons and creating self-reflective feedback can have positive effects on their overall
performance (Goldhaber, Cowan, & Theobald, 2017). However, many student teachers spend so
much time obsessing over the details and requirements needed to pass the edTPA that they miss
some of the value that comes from observing their expert mentor teachers and from taking part in
other teaching-related activities (Heil & Berg, 2017). Because passing the edTPA is required for
licensure, student teachers often neglect the other significant portions of the student teaching
(Kissau, Hart, & Algozzine, 2019).
University Supervisor Preparation
Despite the day-to-day role that cooperating teachers play in the development of student
teachers, the university supervisor is also a critical connection for the student teacher between
the teacher preparation program and the clinical experience in the classroom (Kolman, 2018).
What student teachers experience in their college or university training is likely what transforms
into their knowledge of teaching, intermingling with their insights of current teaching practices
and even use of technology (Rasyidah, Triana, & Saukah, 2020). Many universities and
preparation programs are restructuring university supervisor responsibilities to allow them more
time to observe and collaborate with cooperating teachers (Ibrahim, 2013). In research about
post-observation conferences, Soslau (2015) contends that university supervisors should use
targeted questioning of student teachers to elicit more self-reflective feedback, rather than simply
focusing on the technical aspects of the lesson observed. Student teachers experience more
aligned expectations and receive more reliable and consistent feedback when university
supervisors and cooperating teachers work together to observe the student teacher, then dialog as
a group to share findings and make suggestions (Mtika, Robson, & Fitzpatrick, 2014).
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Cooperating Teacher Preparation
Finally, instruction to cooperating teachers is also undergoing a rapid revision as the
edTPA shapes so much of the student teaching experience. While some states require
cooperating teachers to undergo some training or PDP coursework, there has not been much
consistency or regulation across higher education. However, implementation of the edTPA in
many states has prompted teacher preparation programs to address the long-standing problem of
cooperating teacher unpreparedness (Lafferty, 2018). For example, rather than just encouraging
their student teachers to model what they observe, cooperating teachers are being encouraged to
help student teachers set strategic goals for their instruction and implement strategies that meet
those goals (Lafferty, 2018). To facilitate this type of mentoring experience, universities or
school districts should provide training for cooperating teachers to work together with university
supervisors on best practices for training, mentoring, and evaluating their student teachers (Tsai
& H, 2019).
In light of the heavy reflection components built into the edTPA, cooperating teachers are
also being instructed on the use of effective feedback to foster growth in their student teachers
(Kissau, Hart, & Algozzine, 2019). Teacher preparation programs are seeing rising demand for
additional cooperating teacher training in the use of feedback and modeling. Undergraduate
college courses are being revised to incorporate content on utilizing cooperating teacher
feedback by turning the comments into actionable practices in the classroom (Bondie, 2016).
This type of personalized instruction at teacher preparation programs is another way colleges and
universities are adjusting their focus to accommodate for edTPA use (Lafferty, 2018).
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Summary
The use of high-stakes testing is growing in many state teacher license programs (Hébert,
2019). Because teacher preparation programs seek to provide the training and support needed for
teacher candidates to succeed on these high-stakes tests, researchers have explored factors that
contribute to student teacher success. Based on theoretical frameworks of self-efficacy,
cognition, self-regulation, and crucial reflection, much of the research on student teacher success
focuses on performance assessments. One of the most prolific high-stakes licensure assessments
being used in schools and universities today is Pearson’s edTPA (AACTE, 2020). As use of the
edTPA grows, researchers are beginning to explore specific factors and traits of student teachers
who do well on the edTPA during their student teaching experience (Paugh, Bethke-Wendell,
Power, & Gilbert, 2017). Additionally, recent literature demonstrates a direct connection
between taking the practice edTPA and achieving success on the real edTPA.
Because the edTPA relies heavily on reflective commentary, it has become widely
understood that student teachers who write well tend to achieve higher scores and higher firsttime pass rates than student teachers who do not write well. This distinguishing factor drives
much of how colleges and universities prepare future teachers for the edTPA. However, little is
known about the other experiences in teacher preparation programs that may also contribute to
success on the edTPA. A gap exists in the literature pertaining to the significance of selfreflective feedback and faculty feedback on edTPA success. Further literature gaps exist in
research regarding the time candidates spend preparing for the edTPA and the time and resources
that teacher preparation programs spend restructuring programs and training faculty on the
edTPA. As edTPA use becomes more prominent in teacher licensure, this study is vital to help
identify ways teacher preparation programs and college faculty can help teacher candidates and
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their cooperating teachers prepare for the edTPA (Williams-Chizhik, Williams-Chizhik, Close,
& Gallego, 2017).
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview
The purpose of this study is to understand factors that may predict success on a student
teacher’s performance of Pearson’s edTPA. The study explores the predictive relationship of
cumulative grade point average, cooperating teacher fieldwork assessment rating scores, and
practice teacher performance assessment scores on final rubric scores of the Analysis of Student
Learning tasks on the real edTPA completed during student teaching. This chapter includes a
description of the design, research questions, and hypothesis of the study. Chapter three also
includes information about the participants and setting, instrumentation, and procedures.
Design
This study uses a quantitative, non-experimental, predictive correlational research design
with multiple linear regression analysis to investigate factors that may influence the outcome of
overall student teacher performance on the edTPA. The edTPA is a summative teacher
performance assessment administered by Pearson, Inc. during the student teaching experience.
Using a portfolio of collected student work, the edTPA measures pre-service teacher readiness in
planning, delivery, and assessment of instruction. Specifically, the study examines the predictive
relationship between a student’s cumulative grade point average at the beginning of student
teaching, cooperating teacher assessment scores during a preservice fieldwork, and practice
teacher performance assessment scores completed during a preservice fieldwork experience on
the Analysis of Student Learning portion on the actual edTPA.
The first of the three predictor variables, GPA, is a measurement of academic
achievement. Undergraduates with high GPA’s consistently receive high scores on the edTPA
(Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019; AACTE, 2015). The second predictor variable is
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cooperating teacher performance scores from preservice fieldwork experiences. These scores,
completed during a sophomore-year fieldwork experience, measure pre-service teachers’ ability
to reflect on their own teaching and implement strategies to improve, based on those reflections.
There is limited research on the quality of cooperating teacher feedback and ratings of preservice teachers, but the studies that do exist demonstrate the value of cooperating teacher
feedback during one-on-one conferences and in written evaluations (Becker, Waldis, & Staub,
2019). In-depth verbal and written feedback from cooperating teachers in real classroom
situations supports pre-service teachers’ understanding of how to support student learning and
develop and implement lessons during instruction (Gibbons & Cobb, 2016).
Finally, the third predictor variable, Analysis of Learning Scores from teacher
performance assessments, measures candidates’ readiness to teach and inform teaching program
development (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019). The criterion variable is the successful
completion of an actual teacher performance assessment during the student teaching experience.
This is measured by using final scores from Pearson’s edTPA. The comparison of the predictor
and criterion variables is examined to determine if any of the three predictor variables can
predict success on the criterion variable.
Research Question(s)
The specific research question addressed in this study is:
RQ1: How accurately can performance on Pearson’s edTPA be predicted from the linear
combination of grade point average, cooperating teacher assessment scores, and practice teacher
performance assessment scores?
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Hypotheses
The null hypothesis for this study is:
H01: There is no significant prediction of performance on Pearson’s edTPA by
cumulative grade point average, cooperating teacher assessment scores, and practice teacher
performance assessment scores.
Participants and Setting
The researcher is the Director of Field Experiences within the School of Education at a
Midwestern liberal arts university that utilizes a practice teacher performance assessment during
a junior year practicum experience and has implemented the edTPA during student teaching.
Since 2014, the edTPA has been used by over 950 teacher preparation programs with many
teacher preparation programs implementing practice versions directly into their curriculum or
fieldwork experiences (Darling-Hammond & Hyler, 2013; AACTE, 2020). The sample
population from the university in this study utilizes a similar practice version of the real edTPA.
Data will be collected from institutional records of graduates from the program. The university is
a private college with an undergraduate population of approximately 500 on-campus students
and approximately 600 online students. The school of education hosts approximately 150
students annually.
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Table 1
Current Setting Demographic Information
Fall 2019 Enrollment Groups

Number

Main Campus Undergraduates

470

Online Undergraduates

264

Other

26

Total

760

Table 2
Current Setting Residential Student Body
Classification

Gender

Residency

22% Freshman

41.5% Male

42.6% On Campus

27% Sophomores

58.5% Female

57.4% Off Campus

26% Juniors
23% Seniors
2% Guest

The number of participants sampled is 73, which exceeds the required minimum of 66 for
a medium effect size with a statistical power of .7 at the .05 alpha level (Gall, Gall, & Borg,
2007). The sample comes from four cohorts of education graduates, including students from both
the fall and spring semester of each year. The study was made up 58 female participants and 15
male participants. The sample includes 18 early childhood education majors, 19 elementary
education majors, 11 English education majors, 6 Social Studies/History education majors, 5
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music education majors, 3 physical education majors, 8 math education majors, and 3 science
education majors. Between the fall semester of 2016 to the spring of 2020, participants for this
study are drawn from a sample of 73 education degree program graduates who completed a
practice teacher performance assessment during their junior year of college and completed the
real edTPA during their student teaching experience.
Table 3
Sample Population by Gender
Cohort Year

Male

Female

Total

2016

5

5

10

2017

3

18

19

2018

4

22

26

2019

3

12

15

2020

0

3

3
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Table 4
Sample Population by Academic Discipline
Academic Discipline

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

Early Childhood Education

01

09

05

02

01

Elementary Education

03

04

06

06

00

English Education

01

04

04

01

01

Mathematics Education

02

02

02

02

00

Social Studies/History Education

02

01

01

01

01

Science Education

00

01

00

02

00

Physical Education

01

00

01

01

00

Music Education

00

00

05

00

00
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Table 5
Current Sample Grade Point Average Calculation Information
Semester
Hours

Grades

Quality Pts.

Quality Points

per grade
1

12.0

A

4.0

48

2

30.0

A

4.0

120.0

3

40.0

A

4.0

160.0

4

4.0

A

4.0

16.0

5

21.0

B

3.0

63.0

6

16.0

B

3.0

48.0

7

2.0

B

3.0

6.0

8

16.0

C

2.0

32.0

According to the participating university’s teacher education website, the institution
offers nine undergraduate initial teacher licensure programs: Early Childhood Education,
Elementary Education, English Education, Math Education, Music Education, Physical
Education and Health, Science Education, Social Studies Education, and Special Education. The
school of education also offers a Master of Arts in teaching that can also lead to state licensure in
Elementary Education, Science Education, Social Studies Education, and English Education.
Finally, the education department offers a variety of additional pathways to licensure for
candidates who hold bachelor’s degrees in non-teaching fields. The Higher Learning
Commission and the state’s Department of Public Instruction accredit each of the university’s
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teacher licensure programs. The university’s website lists 13 education faculty members,
bringing the current student-teacher ratio to 11:1.
The university’s school of education accreditation history document reports that the
department began preparing for implementation of the edTPA in 2014 when the state’s
legislature voted to require passage of the edTPA for initial teacher licensure. As early as 2010,
colleges and universities began developing and implementing practice teacher performance
assessments into their programs (Caughlan & Jiang, 2014). Other Midwestern teacher
preparation programs either created practice tests of their own, or heavily embedded practice
TPA tasks within coursework in their undergraduate programs (Warner, Bell, McHatton, &
Atiles, 2020). During the first year of the edTPA’s implementation, the participating university’s
education faculty developed and implemented a practice edTPA (mini edTPA) for students to
complete during the junior year practicum experience. In the fall of 2015, student teachers were
required to complete the edTPA during the student teaching semester. However, a passing score
of 38 was not required for licensure until August of 2016.
Instrumentation
Grade Point Average
Quantitative variables such as undergraduate GPA have been consistently used to assess
continuing success and predict future success in a variety of academic programs. For example,
pharmacy schools routinely use GPA to predict on-time graduation or dismissal and success on
national pharmacy tests such as the NAPLEX (Spivey, Chisholm-Burns, & Johnson, 2020).
Nursing schools also use early undergraduate grades and GPA to predict program completion
and overall outcomes (Al-Alawi, Oliver, & Donaldson, 2020). Finally, early universtity grades in
education programs are also used to predict subsequent university grades and program or
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licensure completion (Respondek, Suefert, Hamm, & Nett, 2020). While not the only predictor of
and individual’s success in an academic program, GPA is consistently used to predict future
post-baccalaureate success.
Practice Teacher Performance Assessment
The practice teacher performance assessment used by the participating university requires
students to complete 9 of the 15 required edTPA rubrics during a junior practicum classroom
placement. To provide an authentic edTPA experience, this practice version of the edTPA
utilizes the exact same rubrics and methods of delivery and scoring as the real edTPA. Students
complete all three edTPA tasks: planning, instruction, and assessment (AACTE, 2020).
However, in the practice edTPA, students are required to complete only three of the five rubrics
in each task. Some of the participating university’s education faculty underwent Pearson’s Scorer
Training to learn how to score the edTPA rubrics. Those faculty members then passed that
training on to the rest of the faculty members before implementation. Faculty member scorers are
trained using sample edTPA scores and the edTPA rubric progressions (Pearson Education, Inc.,
2020). As of this date, the practice edTPA has not been altered in any way from its original
creation. New education faculty members are paired with veteran teachers to learn how to score
the practice edTPA. Once students complete their practice edTPA within their Junior Practicum
fieldwork, they submit their tasks to an assigned faculty scorer. The practice edTPA is then
scored and returned to students electronically. Like Pearson evaluators, faculty evaluators assign
a numerical score, from 1 to 5 for each of the 9 mini edTPA rubrics. However, unlike Pearson
evaluators, university faculty evaluators are also encouraged to provide written descriptive
feedback of what the students did well, and what may need further development on their real
edTPA rubrics. This feedback is based on faculty expertise in the academic discipline as well as

64
the detailed edTPA rubric scoring progressions (AACTE, 2020). Both the practice and real
edTPA assessments are scored in the same way with the same criterion. Practice teacher
performance assessment scores and final edTPA scores are reported as the average (mean) score,
ranging from 15-75, on a completed portfolio, scored on all five rubrics within the three major
edTPA tasks: planning, instrument, and assessment (AACTE, 2020).
edTPA Assessment
As local and state school districts responded to federal calls for heightened accountability
in education in the 1990s, institutions of higher education responded by looking for ways to
strengthen teacher preparation (Potter, 2020). Stanford University partnered with the Learning
Policy Institute, to nationalize the PACT (Performance Assessment for California Teachers) by
merging the Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning, and Equity (SCALE) with the American
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) (Parkes & Powell, 2015). From this
merger, the for-profit corporation Pearson was enlisted to facilitate and distribute the test that has
become known as the edTPA (Parkes, 2019). The edTPA is a standardized teacher performance
assessment conducted during student teaching to assess teacher candidate preparedness,
pedagogy, and content knowledge, and is used by more than 950 colleges and universities in
over 40 states and the District of Columbia (AACTE, 2017; Parkes & Powell, 2015). The
subject-specific, performance-based assessment uses evidence collected by the teacher candidate
in a portfolio that is submitted to Pearson (AACTE, 2020).
The edTPA assesses three areas of teacher performance: planning instruction and
assessment, instructing and engaging students in learning, and assessment of student learning.
The three areas, or learning segments, typically consist of three to five lessons in a singular unit.
For Task 1 (planning), candidates submit contextual information about the students, school,
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learning types, and community. Candidates also submit detailed lesson plans and corresponding
assessments (Paugh, Bethke-Wendell, Power, & Gilbert, 2017; Pearson Education, Inc., 2020).
For Task 2 (instruction), teacher candidates record and submit two ten-minute video clips of their
instruction as well as more detailed written commentary about their delivery of the instruction
(Pearson Education, Inc., 2020). Finally, in Task 3 (assessment), the candidates provide samples
of student work (tests, quizzes, etc.) and commentary about how the student work is used to
assess instruction and plan for future instruction (Pearson Education, Inc., 2020). See details of
edTPA tasks in Tables 6-17 below.
Table 6
EdTPA Task 1 (Early Childhood)
Planning for Instruction
Rubric 1 – Planning for the Whole Child
Rubric 2 – Planning to Support Varied Learning Needs
Rubric 3 – Using Knowledge of Children to Inform Teaching and Learning
Rubric 4 – Identifying and Supporting Vocabulary Development
Rubric 5 – Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Children’s Learning

Table 7
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EdTPA Task 2 (Early Childhood)
Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning
Rubric 6 – Learning Environment
Rubric 7 – Engaging Children in Learning
Rubric 8 – Deepening Children’s Learning
Rubric 9 – Subject-Specific Pedagogy
Rubric 10 – Analyzing Teaching Effectiveness

Table 8
EdTPA Task 3 (Early Childhood)
Assessing Student Learning
Rubric 11 – Analysis of Children’s Learning
Rubric 12 – Providing Feedback to Guide Learning
Rubric 13 – Children’s Understanding and Use of Feedback
Rubric 14 – Analyzing Children’s Vocabulary Development
Rubric 15 – Using Assessment to Inform Instruction

Table 9
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EdTPA Task 1 (English Language Arts)
Planning for Instruction
Rubric 1 – Planning for English Language Arts Understanding
Rubric 2 – Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs
Rubric 3 – Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning
Rubric 4 – Identifying and Supporting Language Demands
Rubric 5 – Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning

Table 10
EdTPA Task 2 (English Language Arts)
Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning
Rubric 6 – Learning Environment
Rubric 7 – Engaging Students in Learning
Rubric 8 – Deepening Student Learning
Rubric 9 – Subject-Specific Pedagogy
Rubric 10 – Analyzing Teaching Effectiveness

Table 11
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EdTPA Task 3 (English Language Arts)
Assessing Student Learning
Rubric 11 – Analysis of Student Learning
Rubric 12 – Providing Feedback to Guide Learning
Rubric 13 – Student Understanding and Use of Feedback
Rubric 14 – Analyzing Students’ Language Use and English Language Arts Learning
Rubric 15 – Using Assessment to Inform Instruction

Table 12
EdTPA Task 1 (Secondary Math)
Planning for Instruction
Rubric 1 – Planning for the Mathematical Understanding
Rubric 2 – Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs
Rubric 3 – Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning
Rubric 4 – Identifying and Supporting Language Demands
Rubric 5 – Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning

Table 13
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EdTPA Task 2 (Secondary Math)
Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning
Rubric 6 – Learning Environment
Rubric 7 – Engaging Students in Learning
Rubric 8 – Deepening Student Learning
Rubric 9 – Subject-Specific Pedagogy
Rubric 10 – Analyzing Teaching Effectiveness

Table 14
EdTPA Task 3 (Secondary Math)
Assessing Student Learning
Rubric 11 – Analysis of Student Learning
Rubric 12 – Providing Feedback to Guide Learning
Rubric 13 – Student Understanding and Use of Feedback
Rubric 14 – Analyzing Students’ Language Use and Mathematics Learning
Rubric 15 – Using Assessment to Inform Instruction

Table 15
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EdTPA Task 1 (K-12 Performing Arts)
Planning for Instruction
Rubric 1 – Planning for Developing Student Knowledge and Skills in the Performing Arts
Rubric 2 – Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs
Rubric 3 – Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning
Rubric 4 – Identifying and Supporting Language Demands
Rubric 5 – Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning

Table 16
EdTPA Task 2 (K-12 Performing Arts)
Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning
Rubric 6 – Learning Environment
Rubric 7 – Engaging Students in Learning
Rubric 8 – Deepening Student Learning
Rubric 9 – Subject-Specific Pedagogy
Rubric 10 – Analyzing Teaching Effectiveness

Table 17
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EdTPA Task 3 (K-12 Performing Arts)
Assessing Student Learning
Rubric 11 – Analysis of Student Learning
Rubric 12 – Providing Feedback to Guide Learning
Rubric 13 – Student Understanding and Use of Feedback
Rubric 14 – Analyzing Students’ Language Use and Performance Arts Learning
Rubric 15 – Using Assessment to Inform Instruction

Once the portfolios are submitted to Pearson, they are scored by a trained scorer.
According to Pearson, edTPA scorers must meet the following minimum experience
qualifications: 1) Must be a current or retired higher education faculty, field supervisor, teacher
preparation program administrator, or other higher education teacher with specific PK-12
classroom teaching experience, extensive professional development, and at least a bachelor’s
degree; and 2) Must work, or have worked with teacher candidates within the past five years in a
teaching role, supervising field experiences, or leading edTPA implementation (Pearson, 2020).
Trained edTPA scorers are asked to spend two to three hours evaluating the portfolios, using
fifteen analytic rubrics, for which they are paid $75 per completed portfolio. Scorers have no
direct knowledge of the teacher candidates or their classrooms and thus have no contextual
understanding of the instruction or classroom setting (Dover & Schultz, 2015). Rubrics are
scored from a low score of 1 (novice not ready to teach) to a high score of 5 (highly
accomplished beginner). (Parkes & Powell, 2015; Pearson Education, Inc., 2020; AACTE,
2017). Candidates receive no written feedback from the scorers, nor do they receive rationale for
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their score or suggestions for improvement (Parkes & Powell, 2015; Kissau, Hart, & Algozzine,
2019).
The edTPA has been used in numerous research studies about overall teacher preparation
program effectiveness (Brown, 2018; Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019; Hébert, 2019;
Kissau, Hart, & Algozzine, 2019; Paugh, Bethke-Wendell, Power, & Gilbert, 2017) as well as
studies examining student perspectives on student teacher preparedness (Clayton, 2019; Heil &
Berg, 2017; Paine, Beal-Alvarez, & Sheetz, 2016; Williams, Hart, & Algozzine, 2019). There
have also been a few studies on the edTPA’s predictive reliability for teacher success in the
classroom (Goldhaber, Cowan, & Theobald, 2017; Huston, 2016).
A research study conducted at the University of North Carolina at Charlotte demonstrates
the association between GPA, practice performance tasks, and final edTPA performance scores
(Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019). This research relates to the current study as both examine
the relationship between practice edTPA commentary scores and real edTPA commentary
scores. Conclusions from that study are used to identify which students benefit most from
additional support during their program as well as which program supports have the strongest
associations with final edTPA scores. (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019).
Another research project combines two separate studies on pre-service teacher prepation
for the edTPA (Brown, 2018). The first portion of this study explores teacher candidates’
perceptions of their edTPA preparation based on supports they received during instruction. The
second portion considers the actual scores those teacher candidates received on the edTPA.
Findings demonstrate that teacher candidates who had utilized additional supports felt prepared
for the edTPA, and most of those candidates successfully passed the edTPA (Brown, 2018). This
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research is relevant to the current study, as both examine pre-student teaching preparation for the
edTPA.
Procedures
Prior to collecting any data, the researcher will submit the necessary application to the
Liberty University Institutional Review Board (IRB) and receive approval. See Appendix A for
IRB approval. Once IRB approval from Liberty University is received, the researcher will submit
the necessary application from the participating university to the request the archival data from
the university’s Director of Institutional Research and Effectiveness. See Appendix B for this
IRB approval. The researcher will run a query from the school’s online database to retrieve mini
edTPA scores for all 2014-2019 School of Education graduates, including demographic data,
academic major, mini edTPA rubric scores, and final edTPA rubric scores. The school database
demographic information is gathered from student teaching applications detailing name, age,
birth date, ethnicity, and gender. The researcher will then access the school’s online database to
access participant GPA scores and Sophomore Fieldwork Cooperating Teacher ratings. See
Appendix D for a sample rating form. GPA data and cooperating teacher ratings will then be
added to the practice and real edTPA scores in an Excel spreadsheet. Any data from students that
does not include GPA records, Sophomore Fieldwork Cooperating Teacher ratings, mini edTPA
rating scores, and real scores from Pearson’s edTPA will be eliminated from the batch.
Before the researcher adds the data into a useable Excel spreadsheet file, all valid
participant samples will be assigned a numerical number that will connect all participants with
their data in the spreadsheet. The researcher will then strip the spreadsheet of any individual
identifying information such as student names. The researcher will keep the data stored and
secured in a locked home office, accessible only to the researcher. The researcher will use the
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Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS Version 27.0) software program to conduct the
statistical analysis.
Data Analysis
Before the statistical analysis is completed, the researcher will remove from the dataset
the student records that do not meet the minimum passing score for the edTPA on the first
attempt. Second and third attempts will not be counted in this study. The IBM Statistical Package
for the Social Science software (SPSS Version 27.0) will be used to perform data analysis and
will include analysis of statistical significance among all variables identified in this study.
Multiple regression is the optimal choice for analysis when working with two or more predictor
variables and one criterion variable (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013). The final edTPA scores
will be used as the criterion variable, while cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher ratings, and
practice TPA scores will provide the input for each categorical predictor variable. The predictor
variables will be reclassified to continuous variables by utilizing appropriate and recommended
methods for dummy coding categorical variables (Warner R, 2013). Predictive studies require
the ratio of N to k to be “substantial” for regression analysis to have believable results (Green,
1991). Green (1991) recommends a minimum of N > 104 + k, with N representing the total size
and k representing the number of individual predictor variables, thus requiring a sample size of N
= 000 for the current study. For this study, the number of participants sampled will be 73, which
meets the minimum number of participants required in a study to achieve a medium effect size
with statistical power of 0.7 at the 0.5 alpha level (Gall et al., 2007, Warner, 2013). The
generated model includes the coefficient of determination (R 2) which provides an explanation
of how well the model explains overall parent satisfaction. The overall regression test statistic, F,
which includes the three predictor variables, was tested for significance at the p < .05 level by

75
indexing the effect size for the overall regression model by R, R 2 , and adjusted R 2. The level
of significance used to test the hypothesis will be p < 0.05, as it is the accepted threshold for
significance in educational research (Warner, 2013). The null hypothesis will be rejected at the
95% confidence level.
Using SPSS 27.0, descriptive statistics will be calculated for the following variables:
cumulative grade point average at the beginning of the student teaching semester, cooperating
teacher rating scores on reflective learning from sophomore fieldwork experiences, university
administered practice TPA commentary scores, and Pearson’s edTPA commentary scores from
four cohorts of education graduates. Included in the descriptive statistics is the frequency count
for each variable. A correlational study will then be conducted to determine if a there is a
significant prediction of success on Pearson’s edTPA by cumulative grade point average,
cooperating teacher assessment rating scores, and practice teacher performance assessment
scores.
Correlational analysis is an appropriate choice to analyze the practice score data, because
practice and real edTPA scores are naturally occurring variables (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007;
Green & Salkind, 2017). Data screening will be conducted on the predictor and criterion
variables for data inconsistencies, outliers, and normality in keeping with procedures
recommended by Warner (2013). The screening will include examining histograms of data sets
for normality of distribution, creating boxplots to test for extreme outliers, conducting Levene’s
testing for homogeneity of variances, and creating boxplots to test for linearity (Warner R. ,
2013).
Assumption testing for multiple regression analysis includes the assumption of linearity
and homogeneity of variance (homoscedasticity), normality of residuals, assumption of
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independent residuals, test of non-multicollinearity among predictor variables, and the
assumption of multivariate normal distribution (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013). Scatterplots and
boxplots will be used to test for linearity and homogeneity of variance. The normality of
residuals will be visually assessed through the creation of a normal probability plot. Finally, an
inspection of scatter plots will be used to check for linear conformation to visually confirm
normal multivariate distribution in the cumulative sample of variables (Gall, Gall, & Borg,
2007).
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
The purpose of this study was to utilize a quantitative correlation research design to
determine how accurately pre-student teaching experiences can predict success on Pearson’s
edTPA. A multiple regression analysis was conducted to explore the relationship between
cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, and practice teacher performance
assessment scores (predictor variables), and Pearson’s edTPA (criterion variable). This chapter
includes the investigation of the research question and the results of the multiple regression
analysis.
Research Question(s)
The specific research question addressed in this study was:
RQ1: How accurately can performance on Pearson’s edTPA be predicted from the linear
combination of grade point average, cooperating teacher assessment scores, and practice teacher
performance assessment scores?
Hypotheses
The null hypothesis for this study was:
H01: There is no significant prediction of performance on Pearson’s edTPA by
cumulative grade point average, cooperating teacher assessment scores, and practice teacher
performance assessment scores.
Descriptive Statistics
This study explored the predictive relationship between GPA, cooperating teacher
feedback scores, practice teacher performance assessment scores and performance on Pearson’s
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edTPA. The criterion variable in the study was performance scores on Pearson’s edTPA
completed during student teaching, and the predictor variables were GPA at the beginning of the
student teaching semester, cooperating teacher feedback scores from a sophomore year fieldwork
experience, and scores from a practice teacher performance assessment completed during a
junior year fieldwork experience. Data was initially collected from 73 participants who had
completed the teacher education program. These 73 participants also completed sophomore
fieldwork, received cooperating teacher feedback, received a practice edTPA score during a
junior practicum experience, and completed Pearson’s edTPA during student teaching. However,
despite having received overall sophomore fieldwork
cooperating teacher feedback scores, 13 of the participants were missing the one specific
score from the feedback concerning critical reflection that was examined as a predictor variable
in this study and thus had to be removed from the data set (see Table 18). Data from the
remaining participants (N=60) who had scores for all four variables were included in the study.
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Table 18
Participants Removed from Data Set
Participant Number

Cohort Year

Missing CT Scores

55

2016

1

8

2017

1

13

2017

1

62

2017

1

63

2017

1

21

2018

1

22

2018

1

25

2018

1

28

2018

1

41

2018

1

66

2018

1

49

2019

1

54

2019

1

Totals

13

Pearson’s edTPA scores (M = 42.20, SD = 5.44) indicated that a majority of the
participants successfully completed Pearson’s edTPA with a passing score of at least 38. Of the
60 participants, 49 received a score of 38 or higher. The remaining 11 participants did not pass
the edTPA, receiving scores of 37 or lower.
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Grade point values (M = 3.44, SD = 0.40) indicated that a majority of the participants had
a cumulative GPA above a 3.36, which Valdes (2021) reports is a common average GPA for
education majors across the nation. The sample university uses a four-point grading scale to
determine grade point average. See Table 19 for average GPA by cohort year.
Table 19
Sample University Average GPA by Cohort Year
Cohort Year

Average GPA

2016

3.45

2017

3.41

2018

3.37

2019

3.57

2020

3.49

Cooperating teacher feedback scores (M = 4.12, SD = .865) indicate that a majority of the
participants received an average score of at least 4 out of 5 on ability to critically reflect on
teaching during a sophomore fieldwork teaching experience. Practice teacher performance
assessments scores (M = 28.72, SD = 6.07) indicate during a junior practicum fieldwork
experience, a majority of students scored at least a 24 out of 45, with the mean score at 29. See
Table 20 for descriptive statistics.
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Table 20
Descriptive Statistics for Criterion Variable and Predictor Variables
N

Min

Max

Mean

SD

GPA

60

2.50

4.00

3.44

0.40

CT Scores

60

3

5

4.12

0.87

Practice TPA

60

17

43

28.72

6.07

Pearson’s edTPA

60

28

58

42.20

5.44

Results
Data Screening
Before beginning the analysis, the researcher screened the data for inconsistencies and
extreme outliers. Thirteen participants had incomplete data in one or more variables. The data
calculated in the analysis included only participants who had Pearson’s edTPA scores and scores
for all three predictor variables. Therefore, 13 scores were removed from the original 73
participant scores.
To address the assumption of no bivariate outliers, a scatterplot matrix was created to
identify inconsistencies or outliers that may have a disproportionately large impact on the
analysis (Warner, 2013). Scatterplots were created among all the predictor variables and the
criterion variable (see Figure 1). No extreme outliers were identified, holding the assumption of
no bivariate outliers tenable.
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Figure 1. Scatterplot Matrix of GPA, CT Scores, Practice TPA Scores, and Pearson’s edTPA
Scores
Assumption Tests
The scatterplot matrix was also examined to address the assumption of multivariate
normal distribution. Upon inspecting the scatterplot matrix and the shape of the data, no
extreme outliers were identified. Each of the 12 scatter plots indicated that the points in each set
were clustered around the mean value (see Figure 1). Therefore, the assumption of a normal
distribution of data between the criterion variable and each of the predictor variables was held
tenable.
The assumption of non-multicollinearity was tested to ensure that the predictor variables
were not highly correlated with each other. To address this assumption, Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF) and Tolerance values were examined (see Table 21). Each of the Tolerance values
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scored in the upper range between 0 and 1, and the range of VIF values were between 1.18 and
1.24. These findings indicate that there is a low degree of intercorrelation among the predictor
values, and the assumption of non-multicollinearity was held tenable.
Table 21
Collinearity Statistics
Model

Tolerance

VIF

GPA

.895

1.117

CT Scores

.874

1.144

Practice TPA

.804

1.244

Null Hypothesis
To test the null hypothesis, a multiple regression was conducted to evaluate the predictive
relationship between cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, practice teacher
performance assessment scores (predictor variables) and performance on Pearson’s edTPA
(criterion variable). The correlation between the criterion variable (Pearson’s edTPA scores) and
the linear combination of predictor variables (GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, and
practice teacher performance assessment scores) was statistically significant, F(3, 56) = 2.87, p <
.05 (See Table 22). Due to the result of a statistically significant relationship, the null hypothesis
was rejected. The effect size was measured as R2 = .13, indicating a large effect size (Warner,
2013). This value suggests that approximately 13% of the variability in the regression model can
be accounted for by the linear combination of predictor variables (see Table 23) as the predictor
variables (GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, and practice teacher performance
assessment scores) are added to the mean model of Pearson’s edTPA scores.
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Table 22
ANOVAa
Model
1

Sum of
Squares
232.544

df
3

Mean Square
77.515

Residual

1511.056

56

26.983

Total

1743.600

59

Regression

F
2.873

Sig.
.044b

a. Dependent Variable: Pearson edTPA
b. Predictors: (Constant), Practice TPA, GPA, CT Scores

Table 23
Model Summaryb

Model
1

R
.365a

R2
.133

Adjusted
R2
.087

Std. Error of the
Estimate
5.195

a. Predictors: (Constant), Practice TPA, GPA, CT Scores
Pursuant to the finding of a statistically significant model, the slope coefficients of each
predictor variable were examined. Among the three predictor variables, none were found to have
a statistically significant effect on the criterion variable when examined individually (see Table
24). The predictor variable of GPA was closest to being statistically significant T(56) = 1.879, p
= .065. Neither of the other predictor variables, cooperating teacher feedback scores or practice
teacher performance assessment scores held a statistically significant relationship. As a result,
none of the predictor variables by themselves was a predictor of success on Pearson’s edTPA.
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Table 24
Coefficientsa

B
24.273

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Std. Error
6.336

GPA

3.357

1.786

CT Scores

1.285
.038

(Constant)

Practice TPA

a. Dependent Variable: Pearson edTPA

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

T
3.831

Sig.
.000

.247

1.879

.065

.836

.205

1.537

.130

.124

.043

.309

.759
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
This study examined the relationship between cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher
feedback scores, practice teacher performance assessment scores (predictor variables), and
performance on Pearson’s edTPA (criterion variable). The study utilized archival data from the
participating university’s School of Education records to explore the relationship between the
predictor and criterion variables. This chapter includes a discussion of the findings from the data
analysis. In addition, this chapter contains a discussion about the implications of the study,
limitations to the study, and suggestions for future research.
Discussion
As cries to reform the American educational system have been consistently repeated over
the last several decades, so too have been the criticisms of teacher preparation programs to
successfully prepare teacher candidates to teach in 21st century classrooms (Banks, Jackson, &
Harper, 2014). In response to that criticism, administrators and reformers in higher education
have focused on improving teacher education programs with hopes of sharpening classroom
pedagogy in teacher candidates while also boosting student improvement. This task has grown
increasingly more challenging as technology has dramatically altered the way pre-service teacher
candidates receive and process information. With online instruction increasing in popularity,
many teacher candidates are attending courses virtually or non-synchronously. Teacher
candidates are also doing much more writing in discussion board forums and other electronic
formats (Paine, Beal-Alvarez, & Sheetz, 2016), intended to supplement, or even replace, face-toface conversations and interactions in classroom (Champion & Gunnlaugson, 2018). To
accommodate for this lack of face-to-face instruction, teacher education programs and state
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licensing officials have had to look for new ways to assess preparedness to teach. One such
means of evaluation are portfolio-based teacher performance assessments, such as Pearson’s
edTPA, which studies have shown to demonstrate positive learning outcomes for pre-service
teacher candidates as a measure of their ability to teach (Hamilton, 2020). Rather than simply
submitting lesson plans, teaching a lesson to a peer group in a pedagogy class, and meeting with
a professor for a critique session, Pearson’s edTPA requires candidates to explain in detail their
rationale for each section of their lesson plan. Candidates are also required to analyze their
teaching from two submitted video clips and thoroughly explain how they will assess student
learning from the lessons (Pearson Education, Inc., 2020).
The purpose of this study was to utilize a quantitative correlation research design to
determine if cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, or practice teacher
performance assessment scores can predict performance on Pearson’s edTPA. This study aimed
to determine if any of the three predictor variables were a statistically significant predictor of
success on the edTPA.
Research Question
The research question asked whether performance on Pearson’s edTPA could be
predicted from the linear combination of grade point average, cooperating teacher assessment
ratings, and practice teacher performance assessment scores. Findings from the analysis
indicated the three predictor variables as a whole demonstrated a statistically significant model
for predicting performance on the edTPA. None of the three predictor variables individually
were found to have a statistically significant relationship to edTPA performance.
These findings relate to similar research in several ways. In this study, GPA was found to
have the strongest, albeit non-significant, relationship to the criterion variable at T(56) = 1.879,
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p = .065. The results were consistent with other studies that show GPA to often be a predictor of
success (Evans, Kelly, Baldwin, & Arnold, 2016). Gouraige (2016) found that gender,
socioeconomic status, financial aid status, race, and GPA were all significant contributor to
success on the edTPA. The current study also suggests to be true what other previous studies
have concluded about GPA, that while pedagogical assessments were the best predictors of
overall success in teacher preparation, GPA can be a modest predictor of teaching competence
and performance on teacher performance assessments (Quirk, Weinberg, & Witten, 1973;
D'Agostina & Powers, 2009; Kirchner, Evans, & Norman, 2010).
Studies showing the relationship between GPA and edTPA performance appear to reflect
Bandura’s Self-efficacy theory which states that individuals who believe in their capability to
succeed at a task or goal are more likely to try harder and are often more successful (Bandura,
1994; Phan, 2016; Watson & Marschall, 2019; Yost, 2006). The application of what students
know and the skills they are developing are strongly influenced by self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994;
Wilson & Narayan, 2016). Students who are confident in their abilities to succeed at a given task
are more likely to work harder at completing that task and less likely to give up after an initial
failure (Webb-Williams, 2018). Students demonstrating high self-efficacy derived from GPA and
other academic successes are likely to have enhanced academic achievement, while those with
low self-efficacy tend to believe they will be unable to perform successfully (Phan, 2016). Selfefficacy and past performance, as demonstrated by factors such as GPA, appear to be important
predictors of success (Wilson & Narayan, 2016).
As reported in the previous chapter, the other two predictor variables (cooperating
teacher feedback scores and practice teacher performance assessment scores) were not shown to
have a statistically significant effect on edTPA performance. Current literature suggests
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cooperating teacher feedback is a helpful tool that can be used to sharpen pre-service teacher
skills, and the findings of the current study are consistent with the findings of those other studies.
For example, Whitley, Park, Warner, and Horne (2019) explored the effect of cooperating
teacher feedback on student teaching performance and found that positive feedback had a
significant impact on student teacher performance. Conversely, negative feedback from
cooperating teachers resulted in pre-service teacher inefficacy and poor performance in
fieldwork and practicum experiences (Whitley, Park, Warner, & Horne, 2019). Despite the
potential benefits of positive cooperating teacher feedback on student performance, the lack of
time needed to develop and strengthen the relationship between a cooperating teacher and
fieldwork student in short-term practicum experiences hinders the establishment of effective
feedback and learning support that would aid in preparation for teacher performance assessments
(Hudson, 2016). Other research studies support implementing cooperating teacher training on
how to incorporate pre-lesson conferences and post-instruction feedback to practicum students
(Becker, Waldis, & Staub, 2019; Hudson, 2016). As Zimmerman’s (1990) self-regulation theory
suggests, the use of written and instructor-driven feedback is a valuable tool to help future
teachers learn from their behaviors and strengthen their teaching skills (Brown, Peterson, & Yao,
2016; Van Laer & Elen, 2017).
The third predictor variable, practice teacher performance assessments has been shown in
some studies to provide necessary skills and knowledge development for pre-service teachers in
teacher preparation programs (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019) as well as provide muchneeded self-efficacy development (LaBelle, 2017). Phan (2016) suggests that positive learning
experiences which incorporate learning activities in authentic contexts and are designed to utilize
mastery in performance can greatly reinforce self-efficacy. Studies examining the value of
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feedback from coopeerating teachers conclude that overall TPA scores are higher for participants
who receive feedback during the TPA process (Whitley, Park, Warner, & Horne, 2019).
Just as teacher preparation programs have difficulty finding student teaching mentors
who have the time to effectively mentor student teachers in teaching performance, there is also a
struggle to find pre-student teaching fieldwork placements with cooperating teachers who are
capable of mentoring college students (Coogle, Ottley, Storie, Rahn, & Kurowski-Burt, 2020).
The lack of self-reflection during pre-student teaching experiences deprives teacher candidates of
the opportunity to examine past teaching experiences to influence future teaching experiences as
defined in Smyth’s (1989) Critical Reflection Theory as well as Bandura’s (1989) Social
Cognition Theory.
Given opportunites to assess their own teaching performance, such as in fieldwork and
practicum experiences, pre-servcie teachers develop consistent skills of self-assessment across
tasks and over short periods of time (Ross, 2006). Conversely, those students who are not given
ample fieldwork and practicum opportunities before student teaching, or those who are not given
the opportunity to actually teach and self-reflect in those fieldwork experiences, lose the social
cognition skills of analyzing performance for further improvement (Bandura & Cervone, 1986;
Eun, 2019). Social cognition does involve learning from textbooks and other teaching sources,
but when pre-service teachers analyze their own teaching performances, good or bad, those
students can build on their existing knowledge base while producing new knowledge and skills
(Regmi, 2020; Nathan, Eilam, & Kim, 2007).
Within the classroom setting, Smyth (1989) asserts that critical reflection is also a vital
skill that helps individuals examine and reflect on past and future actions. Fieldwork, practicum,
and student teaching experiences are all eseesntial for pre-service teachers to practicing these
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critical reflection skills, further underscoring the importance of real classroom observation and
participation in the teaching process (LaBelle, 2017). Practicing in real classrooms with actual
students enables pre-service teachers to sharpen self-reflection abilities and develop teacher
identity (Kazeni & McNaught, 2020; Walkington, 2010). Frick, Carl, and Beets (2010)
emphasize the importance of learing the skill of critical self-reflection during the early fieldwork
and practicum experiences because it is a vital skill needed when teachers enter classrooms after
student teaching (Ajani, 2019).
Implications
This is the time for higher education administrators and teacher education personnel to
develop a more robust understanding of teacher performance assessments, such as the edTPA,
which are being used in over 860 teacher preparation programs in over 40 states and the District
of Columbia as a pathway to teacher licensure (Hildebrandt & Swanson, 2019; AACTE, 2020;
Bae, 2020). Due to the edTPA’s relatively new status as a widely used teacher performance
assessment, there is limited data on prior research. However, there have been a few studies to
show that GPA can be a significant predictor of success on early teacher performance
assessments as well as succes on Pearson’s edTPA (D'Agostina & Powers, 2009; Gouraige,
2016). In light of the small sample size in this study, there was not a great variety in GPA among
the participants. The implications for teacher preparation programs and educators should be to
focus on edTPA preparation support for students with lower GPA’s. Identifying students with
lower GPA’s and providing them with additional support early in their education programs may
reduce the number of times students may increase success on the edTPA assessment.
Further gleaned from this study is that high scores on cooperating teacher feedback
assessments in early fieldwork experiences do not necessarily predict successful performance on
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the edTPA. When possible, fieldwork and practicum experiences should be expanded or
lengthened to give pre-service teachers additional experiences in the classroom before student
teaching (La Paro, Lippard, Fusaro, & Cook, 2020). While Pearson’s edTPA is not primarily an
academic test, but rather, a combination of academic understanding, teaching performance, and
assessment of instruction (Pearson, 2020), the activities of lesson planning, instructing, and
assessment of instruction are valuable practice for the non-academic aspects of the edTPA
process.
The effective use of mentoring opportunities early in a teacher preparation program can
be a valuable tool in developing critical thinking and reflection skills necessary to effective
teaching (Becker, Waldis, & Staub, 2019). Additionally, the edTPA requires students to
complete three lengthy narrative reflections on their planning, instruction, and assessment
(Pearson Education, Inc., 2020). The implications for teacher preparation programs and
educators should be to strengthen cooperating teacher training for fieldwork, practicum, and
student teacher placements. The focus of that training should be modeling effective critical
reflection and analysis of previous teaching experiences in ways that will improve performance
on the edTPA as well as other future teaching experiences (Kazeni & McNaught, 2020).
Finally, despite the lack of a statistically significant relationship between practice teacher
performance assessments and edTPA performance, there are still important lessons to be
garnered from this research. Practice teacher performance assessments completed before the
student teaching experience provide teacher candidates opportunites to practice self-assessment,
critical self-reflection, and post instruction analysis of teaching (Kissau, Hart, & Algozzine,
2019). The implications for teacher preparation programs should be to develop and strengthen
undergraduate coursework that incorporates content on turning self-analysis of teaching into
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improved practices in the classroom (Bondie, 2016). While educators always want to be on guard
against ‘teaching to the test’ in their classrooms, by developing stronger practice performance
assessments within current coursework, teacher candidates will have greater opportunities to
learn from their mistakes and improve their future instruction.
Cumulative GPA (Quirk, Weinberg, & Witten, 1973; Evans, Kelly, Baldwin, & Arnold,
2016; Kirchner, Evans, & Norman, 2010), cooperating teacher feedback scores (Becker, Waldis,
& Staub, 2019; Fives, Hamman, & Olivarez, 2007; Flores, 2015; Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009),
and practice teacher performance assessment scores (Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019;
Goldhaber, 2018; Wilson, 2014) have all been examined to determine their effect on successful
performance on Pearson’s edTPA as well as other teacher performance assessments. In this
study, no statistically significant effects were suggested by any of these predictor variables on
edTPA performance. However, this research does contribute to the knowledge base on teacher
performance assessments in two important ways. First, this study adds to existing literature on
the effect of GPA on student teacher performance. Despite its rise in use, the edTPA is still not a
heavily vetted gauge of teacher success (Clayton, 2019; Powell & Parkes, 2020; Pugach & Peck,
2016), and this study helps close that gap by contributing to the literature in this area.
Second, the limited research on teacher performance assessments, such as the edTPA has
focused primarily on factors external to teacher preparation programs themselves, such as
gender, race, and socioeconomic status (Gouraige, 2016; Bastian, Henry, Pan, & Lys, 2016;
Brown, 2018; Cash, Putman, Polly, & Byker, 2019). With the exception of GPA, this study
focuses on predictor variables derived from assessments within the teacher preparation program:
cooperating teacher feedback scores and practice teacher performance assessment scores. This
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study helps close the gap of literature about contributing factors to successful performance of
Pearson’s edTPA.
Limitations
There were several threats to external validity to be addressed in this study, as articulated
by Campbell and Stanley (1963) for all quasi-experimental research. First, this study was limited
by history. In the spring of the 2019-20 school year, the COVID-19 pandemic forced businesses
and virtually all schools in most of the country to adopt an online or virtual model. Student
teachers in the Spring 2020 semester, unable to provide in-person instruction, could not complete
the edTPA during student teaching, a circumstance which eliminated several participants from
inclusion in the study. Further compounding the historical limitation was the state of Wisconsin’s
move to drop the edTPA as a requirement for state teacher licensure, thus eliminating all chance
for those last participants to receive an edTPA score. In the initial plans for this study, there were
to be an additional 17 participants from the 2019-2020 cohort. However, due to the COVID
pandemic, only three participants were able to complete the edTPA during the 2019-2020 school
year. Had the pandemic not been a factor, there would have been a total of 77 participants with
all four variables, which would have exceeded the required minimum of 66 for a medium effect
size with a statistical power of .7 at the .05 alpha level (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). When it
became apparent that no additional edTPA data would be forthcoming, the researcher consulted
with his committee about how to proceed. Despite not having a minimum of 66 final participants
which would have met the minimum number of participants required to achieve a medium effect
size with statistical power of 0.7 at the 0.5 alpha level (Gall et al., 2007, Warner, 2013), the
committee approved continuing with the study. Incidentally, the final results of the study
achieved a high effect size with only 60 participants having complete data.
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The second limitation was that of mortality. Several of the participants that were sampled
completed Pearson’s edTPA during student teaching and were considered completers within
their program of study. However, in the course of analyzing their academic records, many were
found to be lacking one or more of the predictor variables, such as the cooperating teacher
feedback scores. This situation could also be considered an instrumentational threat to external
validity (Campbell & Stanley, 1963).
A lack of racial diversity among the participants presented a third limitation for this
study. The population sample university is 88% white, which does not necessarily reflect the
general population of edTPA participants across the country. A more diverse sampling may have
produced different results and strengthened the external validity of the study.
Fourth, the findings of this study were limited in their generalization due to the
population sample. Participating students attended a small, conservative, Baptist university
located in southeast Wisconsin. Therefore, the results may not necessarily apply to students with
different demographic, geographic, or religious affiliations. They may also differ from students
attending secular colleges with very different curricula. This threat to external validity must be
weighed alongside any conclusions.
Finally, a threat to internal validity was the selection threat that occurred due to the nonrandom nature of the sampling design. It is always possible that non-random sampling will create
groups that do not accurately represent the population (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). Due to the
small number of faculty assessors of the practice teacher performance assessments, many of the
participants would have been assessed by the same faculty members.
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Recommendations for Future Research
After reviewing the findings of this study which examined the predictive relationship
between cumulative GPA, cooperating teacher feedback scores, and practice teacher
performance assessment scores (predictor variables), and performance on Pearson’s edTPA
(criterion variable), future studies of the edTPA should consider the following recommendations:
1. Sample larger and more diverse student populations to ensure more valid findings. As
use of the edTPA has grown over the last several years, data has become more
available for future studies.
2. Explore a greater variety of academic disciplines in order to strengthen the findings of
academic discipline on edTPA performance.
3. Use a standardized assessment that is required of the entire sample, such as ACT
scores as a control variable, to strengthen the findings of academic ability on edTPA
performance.
4. Conduct additional research to explore the impact of university supervisor and
cooperating teacher training on participant edTPA performance.
5. Include a different variety of predictor variables, such as Praxis scores, student
teaching grade level, and pre-student teaching fieldwork placements to investigate the
validity of the edTPA.
6. Investigate cooperating teacher experiences during their own student teaching and
their perceptions of how those experiences compared to the amount of work required
in completing the edTPA.
7. Investigate the psycho-social effects of fieldwork and practicum experiences on
teacher self-efficacy using Bandura’s Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale.

97
REFERENCES
AACTE. (2015). Educative assessment & meaningful support: 2014 edTPA administrative
report. Washington D.C.: AACTE. Retrieved from
https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.php?fid=2183&ref=edtpa
AACTE. (2020). https://edtpa.aacte.org/state-policy. Retrieved from edtpa.aacte.org:
https://edtpa.aacte.org/state-policy
Ajani, O. (2019). Understanding teachers as adult learners in professional development activities
for enhanced classroom practices. Affrika, 9(2), 195-208. Retrieved from
http://ezproxy.liberty.edu/login?qurl=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.proquest.com%2Fdocvie
w%2F2349159695%3Faccountid%3D12085
Ajayi, L. (2016). How intern teachers use classroom video for self-reflection on teaching. The
Educational Forum, 79-84. doi:10.1080/0013725.2015.1102365
Al-Alawi, R., Oliver, G., & Donaldson, J. (2020). Systematic review: Predictors of students’
success in baccalaureate nursing programs. Nurse Education in Practice, 48(1), 1-5.
doi:10.1016/j.nepr.2020.102865
Andressen, P., Konradt, U., & Neck, C. (2011). The relation between self-leadership and
transformational leadership: Competing models and the moderating role of virtuality.
Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 19(1), 68-82.
doi:10.1177/1548051811425047
Anseel, F. (2009). Reflection as a strategy to enhance task performance after feedback.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 110(1), 23-35.
doi:10.1016/j.obhdp. 2009.05.003

98
Ardley, J., & Repaskey, L. (2019). Video annotated technology: Exploring teacher candidates’
adaptation to a new tool in student teaching. I-Manager's Journal of Educational
Technology, 16(2), 35-49. doi:10.26634/jet.16.2.16195
Ashton, P. (1984). Teachers' sense of efficacy: A self- or norm-referenced construct? Florida
Journal of Educational Research, 26(1), 29-41. Retrieved from
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED323221
Bae, J. (2020). The impact of the edTPA on visual arts teacher education in Wisconsin. Studies
in Art Education, 61(1). doi:10.1080/00393541.2019.1699388
Bailey, R., & Jones, S. (2019). An integrated model of regulation for applied settings. Clinical
Child and Family Psychology Review, 22(1), 2-23. doi:10.1007/s10567-019-00288-y
Bakker, A., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work engagement. Career
Development International, 13(3), 209-223. doi:10.1108/13620430810870476
Bandura, A. (1989). Human agency in social cognitive theory. American Psychologist, 44(9),
1175-1184. doi:10.1037/0003-066x.44.9.1175
Bandura, A. (1994). Self-efficacy. Encyclopedia of Human Behavior, 4, 71-81. Retrieved from
https://www.uky.edu/~eushe2/Bandura/Bandura1994EHB.pdf
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Self-Control. New York: W. H. Freeman.
Retrieved from
https://liberty.alma.exlibrisgroup.com/discovery/openurl?institution=01LIBU_INST&rfr
_id=info:sid%2Fsummon&rft_dat=ie%3D21106575130004916,language%3DEN&svc_d

99
at=CTO&u.ignore_date_coverage=true&vid=01LIBU_INST:Services&Force_direct=fals
e
Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of
Psychology, 52(1), 1-26. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
Bandura, A., & Adams, N. (1977). Analysis of self-efficacy theory of behavioral change.
Cognitive Therapy and Research, 1(1), 287-310. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.35.3.125
Bandura, A., & Cervone, D. (1986). Differential engagement of self-reactive influences in
cognitive motivation. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 38(1),
92-113. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.45.5.1017
Bandura, A., & Schunk, D. (1981). Cultivating competence, self-efficacy, and intrinsic interest
through proximal self-motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43(3),
586-598. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.41.3.586
Banks, T., Jackson, D., & Harper, B. (2014). Responding to the call to prepare highly effective
teacher candidates in the United States: The curriculum redesign effort in advancing
teacher education. Higher Education Studies, 4(2), 9-18. doi:10.5539/hes.v4n2p9
Bastian, K., Henry, G., Pan, Y., & Lys, D. (2016). Teacher candidate performance assessments:
Local scoring and implications for teacher preparation program improvement. Teaching
and Teacher Education, 59(1), 1-12. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2016.05.008
Becker, E., Waldis, M., & Staub, F. (2019). Advancing student teachers’ learning in the teaching
practicum through content-focused coaching: A field experiment. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 83(1), 12-26. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2019.03.007

100
Bennion, J., Cannon, B., Hill, B., Nelson, R., & Ricks, M. (2019). Asking the right questions:
Using reflective essays for experiential assessment. Journal of Experiential Education,
43(1), 37-54. doi:10.1177/1053825919880202
Bondie, R. (2016). A digital teaching platform to further and assess use of evidence-based
practices. The Educational Forum, 107-123. doi:10.1177/875687051503400106
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments by nature and
design. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. Retrieved from
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=OCmbzWka6xUC&oi=fnd&pg=PA3&o
ts=yySWL5VRje&sig=yaPH9IzU6ituSerQx891TVtGx2Y#v=onepage&q&f=false
Brown, G., Peterson, E., & Yao, E. (2016). Student conceptions of feedback: Impact on self‐
regulation, self‐efficacy, and academic achievement. The British Psychological Society,
86(4), pp. 606-629. doi:10.1111/bjep.12126
Brown, S. (2018). Were they ready? An analysis of a teacher performance assessment to
determine if perception was matched by reality. 27(3), pp. 107-125. Retrieved from
https://link-galecom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/apps/doc/A558822800/ITOF?u=vic_liberty&sid=ITOF&xid=eb
2025cf. Accessed 25 Mar. 2020.
Burić, I. M. (2018). Self-efficacy, emotions and work engagement among teachers: A two wave
cross-lagged analysis. Journal of Happiness Studies, 19(7), 917-1933.
doi:10.1007/s10902-017-9903-9
Campbell, D., & Stanley, J. (1963). Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for research.
Chicago: Rand McNally College Publishing Company.

101
Carrier, S. (2009). The effects of outdoor science lessons with elementary school students on
preservice teachers’ self-efficacy. Journal of Elementary Science Education, 21(1), 3548. doi:10.1007/BF03173683
Cash, A., Putman, S., Polly, D., & Byker, E. (2019). Candidate and program characteristics
associated with edTPA performance. Action in Teacher Education, 41(3), pp. 229-248.
doi:10.1080/01626620.2019.1600602
Caughlan, S., & Jiang, H. (2014). Observation and teacher quality: Critical analysis of
observational instruments in preservice teacher performance assessment. Journal of
Teacher Education, 65(5), 375-388. doi:10.1177/0022487114541546
Champion, K., & Gunnlaugson, O. (2018). Fostering generative conversation in higher education
course discussion boards. Innovations in Educatio and Teaching International, 704-712.
doi:10.1080/14703297.2017.1279069
Clayton, C. (2019). Policy meets practice in New York State: understanding early edTPA
implementation through preservice candidates' eyes. Teacher Education Quarterly, 45(3),
pp. 97-125. Retrieved from http://ezproxy.liberty.edu/login?url=https://search-proquestcom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/docview/2076266225?accountid=12085
Cohen, J., Hutt, E., Berlin, R., Mathews, H., McGraw, J., & Gottlieb, J. (2020). Sense making
and professional iIdentity in the iImplementation of edTPA. Journal of Teacher
Education, 71(1), 9-23. doi:10.1177/0022487118783183
Coogle, C., Ottley, J., Storie, S., Rahn, N., & Kurowski-Burt, A. (2020). Performance-based
feedback to enhance preservice teachers’ practice and preschool children’s expressive

102
communication. Journal of Teacher Education, 71(2), 188-202.
doi:10.1177/0022487118803583
Coogle, C., Ottley, J., Storie, S., Rahn, N., & Kurwoski-Burt, A. (2018). Performance-based
feedback to enhance preservice teachers’ practice and preschool children’s expressive
communication. Journal of Teacher Education, 71(2), 188-202.
doi:10.1177/0022487118803583
D'Agostina, J., & Powers, S. (2009). Predicting teacher performance with test scores and grade
point average: A meta-analysis. American Educational Research Journal, 46(1), 146182. doi:10.3102/0002831208323280
d'Allessio, M. (2018). The effect of microteaching on science teaching self-efficacy beliefs in
preservice elementary teachers. Journal of Science Teacher Education, 29(6), 441-467.
doi:10.1080/1046560X.2018.1456883
Darling-Hammond, L. (2019). Accountability in teacher education. Action in Teacher Education:
Professionalizing Teacher Preparation for Diversity and Equity: Accountability,
Partnership, and Advocacy in a Globalized Society, 95(1), 60-71.
doi:10.1080/01626620.2019.1704464
Darling-Hammond, L., & Hyler, M. (2013). The role of performance assessment in developing
teaching as a profession. Rethinking Schools, 27(4), 10-15. Retrieved from ERIC
Number: EJ1015078
Davis, J., & Fantozzi, V. (2016). What do student teachers want in mentor teachers?: Desired,
expected, possible, and emerging roles. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in Learning,
24(3), 250-266. doi:10.1080/13611267.2016.1222814

103
deBettencourt, L., & Nagro, S. (2019). Tracking special education teacher candidates’ reflective
practices over time. Remedial and Special Education, 40(5), 277-288.
doi:10.1177/0741932518762573
Denton, C., & Hasbrouck, J. (2009). A description of instructional coaching and its relationship
to consultation. Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 19(2), 150-175.
doi:10.1080/10474410802463296
Dover, A., & Schultz, B. (2015). Troubling the edTPA: Illusions of objectivity and rigor. The
Educational Forum, 95-106. doi:10.1080/00131725.2015.1102368
Education First. (2016). Ensuring High Quality Teacher Talent. Retrieved from Education First:
https://education-first.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Ensuring-High-Quality-TeacherTalent.pdf
Ekici, D. (2018). Development of pre-service teachers’ teaching self-efficacy beliefs through an
online community of practice. Asia Pacific Education Review, 19(1), 27-40.
doi:10.1007/s12564-017-9511-8
Eun, B. (2018). Adopting a stance: Bandura and Vygotsky on professional development.
Research in Education, 105(1), 74-88. doi:10.1177/0034523718793431
Eun, B. (2019). Adopting a stance: Bandura and Vygotsky on professional development.
Research in Education, 105(1), 74-88. doi:10.1177/0034523718793431
Evans, L., Kelly, M., Baldwin, J., & Arnold, J. (2016). Candidate success and edTPA: Looking
at the data. Mid-Western Educational Researcher : Official Publication of the Mid-

104
Western Educational Research Association, 28(1), 148-161. Retrieved from
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1106490
Fairbanks, C., Duffy, G. F., He, Y., Levin, B., & Stein, C. (2010). Beyond knowledge: Why
some teachers are more thoughtfully adaptive than others. Journal of Teacher Education,
61(1-2), 161-171. doi:10.1177/0022487109347874
Farrell, T. (2020). Professional development through reflective practice for English-medium
instruction (EMI) teachers. International Journal of Bilingual Education and
Bilingualism, 23(3), 277-286. doi:10.1080/13670050.2019.1612840
Fernández-Castro, V., & Martínez-Manrique, F. (2020). Shaping your own mind: the selfmindshaping view on metacognition. Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences, 1-29.
doi:10.1007/s11097-020-09658-2
Fives, H., Hamman, D., & Olivarez, A. (2007). Does burnout begin with student-teaching?
Analyzing efficacy, burnout, and support during the student-teaching semester. Teaching
and Teacher Education, 23(6), 916-934. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2006.03.013
Flores, I. (2015). Developing preservice teachers’ self-efficacy through field-based. Research in
Higher Education Journal, 27(1), 1-19. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2019.03.007
Frick, L., Carl, A., & Beets, P. (2010). Reflection as learning about the self in context: mentoring
as catalyst for reflective development in pre-service teachers. South African Journal of
Education, 33(3), 421-437. doi:10.15700/saje.v30n3a363
Gall, M., Gall, J., & Borg, W. (2007). Educational Reserach. Boston: Pearson.

105
Gibbons, L., & Cobb, P. (2016). Content-focused coaching: Five key practices. Elementary
School Journal, 117(2), 237-260. doi:10.1086/688906
Goldhaber, D. (2018). Evidence-based teacher preparation: Policy context and what we know.
Journal of Teacher Education, 90-101. doi:10.1177/0022487118800712
Goldhaber, D., Cowan, J., & Theobald, R. (2017). Evaluating prospective teachers: testing the
predictive validity of the edTPA. Journal of Teacher Education, 68(4), 377-393.
doi:10.1177/0022487117702582
Gouraige, T. (2016). An exploratory study into the nature of the relationship between pre-service
teacher fixed factor characteristics and edTPA performance ratings. South Orange:
Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses. Retrieved from
https://scholarship.shu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3294&context=dissertations
Green, S. (1991). How many subjects does it take to do a regression analysis. Multivariate
Behavioral Research, 26(3), 499-210. doi:10.1207/s15327906mbr2603_7
Green, S., & Salkind, N. (2017). Using SPSS for Windows and Macintosh: Analyzing and
Understanding the Data. New York: Pearson.
Green, W. (2020). Precarity, fear and hope: reflecting and imagining in higher education during a
global pandemic. Higher Education Research & Development, 39(7), 1309-1312.
doi:10.1080/07294360.2020.1826029
Gurl, T., Caraballo, L., Gunn, J., Gerwin, D., & Bembenutty, H. (2016). Historical Context of
Teacher Assessment and Evaluation. New York City: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-3-31929146-8

106
Guskey, T., & Passaro, P. (1994). Teacher efficacy: A study of construct dimensions. American
Educational Research Journal, 31(3), 627-643. doi:10.2307/1163230
Hamilton, M. (2020). Evidence-based portfolios: a cross-sectoral approach to professional
development among teachers. Professional Development in Education, 160-174.
doi:10.1080/19415257.2018.1555183
Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research,
77(1), 81-12. doi:10.3102/003465430298487
He, Y., lundgren, K., & Pynes, P. (2017). Impact of short-term study abroad program: Inservice
teachers' development of intercultural competence and pedagogical beliefs. Teaching and
Teacher Education, 66, 147-157. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2017.04.012
Hébert, C. (2019). Assessment in the clinical experience: student teaching and the edTPA.
Teaching Education, 30(4), pp. 415-436. doi:10.1080/10476210.2018.1505842
Heil, L., & Berg, M. (2017). Something happened on the way to completing the edTPA: a case
study of teacher candidates’ perceptions of the edTPA. Contributions to Music
Education, 181-200. Retrieved from
http://liberty.summon.serialssolutions.com/#!/search?bookMark=ePnHCXMwNV3BCsI
wDO1hgjr9BKHgeWDbtd2OIsqOggOPpW1ab26gF__edOtOhVACITS8Bl7W1Igbw1F_qVct5yvFwLUiOa0IfIxJHdknMy0syOS9gB0eFPEO_Rpf_Q70PQUJunp1
xQN0N_PO7KK2JCwz2dJ-tu1v3RV9gyoguayYtppEA5ZC8J8JYX1CqJ30
Hildebrandt, S., & Swanson, P. (2019). The control, content, and consequences of edTPA: World
language teacher educators' perceptions. Foreign Language Annals, 52(3), 670-686.
doi:10.1111/flan.12415

107
Howell, W. (2015). Results of President Obama’s race to the top: Win or lose, states enacted
education reforms. Education Next: A Journal of Opinion and Research, 15(4), 58-66.
Retrieved from https://search-ebscohostcom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=ehh&AN=109374961&site=ehostlive&scope=site.
Hoy, A., & Spero, R. (2005). Changes in teacher efficacy during the early years of teaching: A
comparison of four measures. Teaching and Teacher Education, 21(4), 343-356.
doi:10.1016/j.tate.2005.01.007
Hudson, P. (2016). Forming the mentor-mentee relationship. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership
in Learning, 24(1), 30-43. doi:10.1080/13611267.2016.1163637
Hussain, A., & Pennington, D. (2019). “How to use it more?” Self-efficacy and its sources in the
use of social media for knowledge sharing. Journal of Documentation, 75(1), 231-257.
doi:10.1108/JD-02-2019-0026
Huston, T. (2016). How edTPA may help preservice teachers understand children. Teacher
Education and Practice, 152-164. Retrieved from https://link-galecom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/apps/doc/A552763155/OVIC?u=vic_liberty&sid=OVIC&xid=d
e6ed0cc
Ibrahim, A. (2013). Approaches to supervision of student teachers in one UAE teacher education
program. Teaching and Teacher Education, 34(1), 38-45. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2013.04.002
Jahng, K. (2011). Thinking inside the box: Interrogating no child left behind and race to the top.
KEDI Journal of Educational Policy, 8(1), 99-121. Retrieved from

108
http://ezproxy.liberty.edu/login?url=https://search-proquestcom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/docview/1013971164?accountid=12085
Johnson, J. (2018). Demographic changes in rural america and the implications for special
education programming: A descriptive and comparative analysis. Rural Special
Education Quarterly, 37(3), 140-149. doi:10.1177/8756870518771381
Jones, V., & Jones, L. (2015). Jones, Vern, and Louise Jones. Comprehensive classroom
management: Creating communities of support and solving problems, enhanced Pearson
eText with updated loose-leaf version--access card package. Pearson.
Jorgenson, M., & Hoffman, J. (2003, December). History of the No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 (NCLB). Retrieved April 21, 2020, from PearsonAssessments.com:
http://images.pearsonassessments.com/images/tmrs/tmrs_rg/HistoryofNCLB.pdf
Juhler, M. (2018). Assessment of understanding: Student teachers’ preparation, implementation
and reflection of a lesson plan for science. Research in Science Education, 48(3), 515532. doi:10.1007/s11165-016-9574-2
Kazeni, M., & McNaught, C. (2020). Using group discussion and reflection for developing
student teacher autonomy. International Journal of Work - Integrated Learning, 21(1), 112. Retrieved from
http://ezproxy.liberty.edu/login?qurl=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.proquest.com%2Fdocvie
w%2F2349109046%3Faccountid%3D12085
Kessinger, T. (2011). Efforts toward educational reform in the united states since 1958: a review
of seven major initiatives Citation metadata. American Educational History Journal,
38(1-2), 263-276. Retrieved from https://link-gale-

109
com.ezproxy.liberty.edu/apps/doc/A284325077/AONE?u=vic_liberty&sid=AONE&xid=
0be4f892. Accessed 26 Mar. 2020.
Kilty, T., & Burrows, A. (2019). Secondary science preservice teachers’ perceptions of
engineering: a learner analysis. Education Sciences, 29-52. doi:10.3390/educsci9010029
Kim, K., & Kim, J. (2017). Going beyond the gap between theory and practice: Rethinking
teacher reflection with poststructural insights. Journal of Early Childhood Teacher
Education, 293-307. doi:10.1080/10901027.2017.1388307
Kirchner, J., Evans, C., & Norman, A. (2010). Examining the relationship between two
assessments of teacher effectiveness. Action in Teacher Education, 32(1), 73-81.
doi:10.1080/01626620.2010.10463544
Kissau, S., Hart, L., & Algozzine, B. (2019). Investigating the impact of edTPA professional
development on classroom practice and student teaching experience. Journal of Teacher
Education, 70(2), pp. 102-114. doi:10.1177/0022487117721706
Kolman, J. (2018). Clinical supervision in teacher preparation: Exploring the practices of
university-affiliated supervisors. Action in Teacher Education, 40(3), 272-287.
doi:10.1080/01626620.2018.1486748
Kraft, M., Blazar, D., & Hogan, D. (2018). The effect of teacher coaching on instruction and
achievement: A meta-analysis of the causal evidence. Review of Educational Research,
88(4), 547-588. doi:10.3102/0034654318759268
La Paro, K., Lippard, C., Fusaro, M., & Cook, G. (2020). Relationships in early practicum
experiences: positive and negative aspects and associations with practicum students’

110
characteristics and teaching efficacy. Journal of Early Childhood Teacher Education,
41(4), 338-358. doi:10.1080/10901027.2019.1668889
LaBelle, J. (2017). Ethical and political implications of reflective practice among preservice
teachers. Reflective Practice, 688-698. doi:10.1080/14623943.2017.1307727
Lafferty, K. (2018). The difference explicit preparation makes in cooperating teacher practice.
Teacher Education Quarterly, 45(3), 73-95. Retrieved from https://link-galecom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/apps/doc/A548441598/AONE?u=vic_liberty&sid=AONE&xid=
ecc4d886
Langeberg, M. (2019). Changing EPP curriculum: an ethnographic study of preservice english
teachers and writing feedback methodology. Issues in Teacher Education, 28(1), 36-51.
Retrieved from
http://liberty.summon.serialssolutions.com/#!/search?bookMark=ePnHCXMwbV09D8Ig
EGWoiVr9CYS5xpL6YduxtS4mHTQOBJKIRqTmlgX_713FHVxggFIgOPBkXfvxixAv9UETqaUaF
VJPPTISFGgyxFrHW8egRnKqoLt96drDZsWyuel7bWarxqISveCuwWiI_RHB3x0K3jB
4w7Q4YYzCQDhgDtE_FrpGxxc-mX3MT1hA4s7a
Ledwell, K., & Oyler, C. (2016). Unstandardized responses to a "standardized" test: the edTPA
as gatekeeper and curriculum change agent. Journal of Teacher Education, 67(2), 120134. doi:10.1177/0022487115624739
Lee, W., Chen, V., & Wang, L. (2017). A review of research on teacher efficacy beliefs in the
learner-centred pedagogy context: Themes, trends and issues. Asia Pacific Education
Review, 18(4), 559-572. doi:10.1007/s12564-017-9501-x

111
Li, X. (2018). Teaching English oral presentations as a situated task in an EFL classroom: A
quasi-experimental study of the effect of video-assisted self-reflection. Revista Signos,
51(98), 395-381. doi:10.4067/S0718-09342018000300359
Lippke, S. (2017, May 5). Outcome expectation. (V. Zeigler-Hill, & T. Shackelford, Eds.)
doi:10.1007/978-3-319-28099-8_1145-1
Liu, K. (2015). Critical reflection as a framework for transformative learning in teacher
education. Educational Review, 67(2), 135-157. doi:10.1080/00131911.2013.839546
Lopez, L. (2016). Using chronologically oriented representations of discourse and tool-related
activity as an instructional method with student teachers. Technology, Knowledge, and
Learning, 21(1), 125-141. doi:10.1007/s10758-015-9271-7
Lyons, P., & Bandura, R. (2019). Exploring linkages of performance with metacognition.
Journal of Management Development, 38(3), 195-207. doi:10.1108/jmd-07-2018-0192
MacMahon, S., Carroll, A., & Gillies, R. (2020). Capturing the ‘vibe’: an exploration of the
conditions underpinning connected learning environments. Learning Environments
Research, 23(1), 379-393. doi:10.1007/s10984-020-09312-3
Martins, M. (2015). Practicum experiences as sources of pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy.
European Journal of Teacher Education, 38(2), 263-279.
doi:10.1080/02619768.2014.968705
McArdle, F., & Ryan, S. (2017). Reflection: Reinvigorating a key professional practice in
teacher education. Journal of Early Childhood Teacher Education, 38(4), 275-278.
doi:10.1080/10901027.2017.1403213

112
McFadden, C., & Sheerer, M. (2006). A comparative study of the perceptions of teacher
preparation faculty and school superintendents regarding the criticisms made against
teacher preparation programs. Action in Teacher Education, 51-72.
doi:10.1080/01626620.2006.10463567
McGuinn, P. (2016). From no child Left behind to the Every Student Succeeds Act: federalism
and the education legacy of the Obama administration. Publius, 46(3), 392-415.
doi:10.1093/publius/pjw014
McLean, N., & Price, L. (2017). Identity formation among novice academic teachers – a
longitudinal study. Studies in Higher Education, 44(6), 990-1003.
doi:10.1080/03075079.2017.1405254
McLean, N., & Price, L. (2018). A longitudinal study of the impact of reflective coursework
writing on teacher development courses: a ‘legacy effect’ of iterative writing tasks.
Higher Education, 77(5), 949-962. doi:10.1007/s10734-018-0312-8
Mehrpour, S., & Moghadam, M. (2018). Exploring the effect of self-reflection through
awareness raising on novice and experienced Iranian EFL teachers' pedagogical beliefs
enactment. Journal of Asia TEFL, 15(3), 630-648. doi:10.18823/asiatefl.2018.15.3.5.630
Mielniczuk, E., & Laguna, M. (2020). Positive affect mediates the relationship between self‐
efficacy and innovative behavior in entrepreneurs. Journal of Creative Behavior, 54(2),
267-278. doi:10.1002/jocb.364
Milwaukee Public Schools. (2020). Alternate Education Programs. Retrieved from MPS
Milwaukee: https://mps.milwaukee.k12.wi.us/en/Programs/Alternative-EducationPrograms.htm

113
Mtika, P., Robson, D., & Fitzpatrick, R. (2014). Joint observation of student teaching and related
tripartite dialogue during field experience: Partner perspectives. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 39(1), 66-76. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2013.12.006
Nathan, M., Eilam, B., & Kim, S. (2007). To disagree, we must also agree: How intersubjectivity
structures and perpetuates discourse in a mathematics classroom. The Journal of the
Learning Sciences, 16(4), 523-563. doi:10.1080/10508400701525238
Nguyen, H. (2018). Teacher preparation programs in the United States. International Journal of
Progressive Education, 76-92. doi:10.29329/ijpe.2018.146.6
Niveen, A., Kahlor, L. D., Lian, M., & Rosenthal, S. B. (2015). Expectancies and motivations to
attend an informal science lecture series. International Journal of Science Education,
Part B, 6(3), 215-238. doi:10.1080/21548455.2015.1039468
Okraski, C., & Kissau, S. (2018). Impact of content-specific seminars on candidate edTPA
preparation and performance. Foreign Language Annals, 685-705.
doi:10.1111/flan.12351
Paine, D., Beal-Alvarez, J., & Sheetz, N. (2016). edTPA you have to attack this like a lion
hunting a gazelle on the serengeti: Student perspectives on the implementation of a new
initiative. Issues in Teacher Education, 25(2), 149-166. Retrieved from
http://ezproxy.liberty.edu/login?url=https://search-proquestcom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/docview/1838669362?accountid=12085
Parkes, K. (2019). What are we doing? Assessment quandries of the 21st century. Keynote
presented at the Seventh International Symposium on Assessment in Music Education.
Gainesville, FL. Retrieved from https://liberty-alma-exlibrisgroup-

114
com.ezproxy.liberty.edu/discovery/openurl?institution=01LIBU_INST&vid=01LIBU_IN
ST:Services&date=2019&aulast=Parkes&atitle=What%20are%20we%20doing%3F%20
Assessment%20quandaries%20of%20the%2021st%20century&aufirst=K.&sid=li
Parkes, K., & Powell, S. (2015). Is the edTPA the Right Choice for Evaluating Teacher
Readiness? Arts Education Policy Review, 116(2), 103-113.
doi:10.1080/10632913.2014.944964
Paugh, P., Bethke-Wendell, K., Power, C., & Gilbert, M. (2017). It’s not that easy to solve’:
edTPA and preservice. Teaching Education, 29(2), pp. 147-164.
doi:10.1080/10476210.2017.1369025
Pearson. (2020). Score edTPA. Retrieved from Pearson: http://scoreedtpa.pearson.com/becomean-edtpa-scorer/edtpa-scorer-qualifications.html
Pearson Education, Inc. (2020).
https://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_AboutEdTPA.html. Retrieved from
edTPA.copm: https://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_AboutEdTPA.html
Pecheone, R., & Chung, R. (2006). The performance assessment for California teachers.
Evidence in Teacher Education, 57(1), 22-36. doi:10.1177/0022487105284045
Pfitzner-Eden, F. (2016). Why do I feel more confident? Bandura's sources predict preservice
teachers' latent changes in teacher self-efficacy. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1-16.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01486

115
Phan, H. (2016). Longitudinal examination of optimism, personal self-efficacy and student wellbeing: a path analysis. Social Psychology of Education : An International Journal, 19(2),
403-426. doi:10.1007/s11218-015-9328-4
Plucker, J., Baghetto, R., & Dow, G. (2004). Why isn't creativity more important to educational
psychologists? Potentials, pitfalls, and future directions in creativity research.
Educational Pyschologist, 39(2), 83-96. doi:10.1207/s15326985ep3902_1
Potter, D. (2020). (In)visible power: A critical policy analysis of edTPA. Arts Education Policy
Review, 1-14. doi:10.1080/10632913.2020.1744053
Powell, S., & Parkes, K. (2020). Teacher evaluation and performativity: The edTPA as a
fabrication. Arts Education Policy Review, 121(4), 131-140.
doi:10.1080/10632913.2019.1656126
Proust, J. (2013). The philosophy of metacognition: Mental agency and self-awareness. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199602162.001.0001
Pugach, M., & Peck, C. (2016). Dividing practices: preservice teacher quality assessment and the
(re)production of relations between general and special education. Teacher Education
Quarterly, 3-23. Retrieved from
http://liberty.summon.serialssolutions.com/#!/search?bookMark=ePnHCXMwbV29DgIh
DGY4E_V08QGMiYvLGbzCeTcaf-LooHPD9WDWnO8fW-ESB8PA0hKg0Jk_TpVGcetPhP0S9gXFsp6PGhGNlX1RC1OUmjEinl1S4VA_UyNAt-2n6c5V4_LX68FqkhQLErJU2DAjndaSLTQEse6laaZZuWfx17Bc4Zz95M11hdEbsBHAl4a

116
Quirk, T., Weinberg, S., & Witten, B. (1973). Review of studies of the concurrent and predictive
validity of the national teacher examinations. Review of Educational Research, 43(1), 89113. doi:10.3102/00346543043001089
Rasyidah, U., Triana, N., & Saukah, A. (2020). The teachers' assessment knowledge and
practice: Contribution of the past-time experiences to the present-time decision. The
Qualitative Report, 25(7), 1738-1753. Retrieved from
http://ezproxy.liberty.edu/login?qurl=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.proquest.com%2Fdocvie
w%2F2425598868%3Faccountid%3D12085
Regmi, K. (2020). Social foundations of lifelong learning: a Habermasian perspective.
International Journal of Lifelong Education, 39(2), 219-233.
doi:10.1080/02601370.2020.1758813
Respondek, L., Suefert, T., Hamm, J., & Nett, U. (2020). Linking changes in perceived academic
control to university dropout and university grades: A longitudinal approach. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 112(5), 987-1002. doi:10.1037/edu0000388
Ross, J. (2006). The reliability, validity, and utility of self-assessment. Practical Assessment,
Research & Evaluation, 11(10), 1-13. Retrieved from
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/pare/vol11/iss1/10
Schneider, J. (2018). Marching forward, marching in circles: A history of problems and
dilemmas in teacher preparation. Journal of Teacher Education, 69(4), 330-340.
doi:10.1177/0022487117742904

117
Scott, S., & Bruce, R. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: A path model of individual
innovation in the workplace. Academy of Management Journal, 37(1), 580-607.
doi:10.2307/256701
Sherfinski, M., Jalalifard, M., Zhang, J., & Hayes, S. (2019). Narrative Portfolios as Culturally
Responsive Resistance to Neoliberal Early Childhood Teacher Education: A Case Study.
Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 490-519.
doi:10.1080/02568543.2019.1630038
Shin, M. (2018). "The edTPA took away from my student teaching experience”: The impact of
the edTPA on student teaching experiences. Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood,
20(3), 309-312. doi:doi:10.1177/1463949118813740
Smith, G., & Kurthen, H. (2007). Front-stage and back-stage in hybrid e-learning face-to-face
courses. International Journal on E-Learning, 6(3), 455-474. Retrieved from https://linkgalecom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/apps/doc/A166433391/AONE?u=vic_liberty&sid=AONE&xid=
c087315e. Accessed 4 June 2020.
Smith, T., & Ingersoll, R. (2004). What are the effects of induction and mentoring on beginning
teacher turnover? American Educational Research Journal, 41(3), 681-714.
doi:10.3102/00028312041003681
Smyth, J. (1989). Developing and sustaining critical reflection in teacher education. Journal of
Teacher Education, 40(2), 2-9. doi:https://doi.org/10.1177%2F002248718904000202

118
Soslau, E. (2015). Development of a post-lesson observation conferencing protocol: Situated in
theory, research, and practice. Teaching and Teacher Education, 49(1), 22-35.
doi:doi:10.1016/j.tate.2015.02.012
Spivey, C., Chisholm-Burns, M., & Johnson, J. (2020). Factors associated with student
pharmacists' academic progression and performance on the national licensure
examination. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 84(2), 269-276.
doi:10.5688/ajpe7561
The Chronicle of Higher Education. (1983). A Nation at Risk. 62(30), A3. Retrieved from
https://link-galecom.ezproxy.liberty.edu/apps/doc/A450800243/OVIC?u=vic_liberty&sid=OVIC&xid=e
3f0e484
Todorova, M., Sunder, C., Steffensky, M., & Möller, K. (2017). Pre-service teachers'
professional vision of instructional support in primary science classes: How contentspecific is this skill and which learning opportunities in initial teacher education are
relevant for its acquisition? Teaching and Teacher Education, 68(1), 275-288.
doi:10.1016/j.tate.2017.08.016
Tsai, C., & H, K. (2019). Does teacher quality mean the same thing across teacher candidates,
cooperating teachers, and university supervisors? Educational Studies, 1-18.
doi:10.1080/03055698.2020.1729098
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2007). The differential antecedents of self-efficacy
beliefs of novice and experienced teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23(6),
944.956. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2006.05.003

119
Tschannen-Moran, M., Woolfolk Hoy, A., & Hoy, W. (1998). Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and
measure. Review of Educational Research, 202-248. doi:10.2307/1170754
Valdes, O. (2021, February 17). What is the average GPA? Retrieved from Thoughtco.com:
https://www.thoughtco.com/average-college-gpa-4163565
Van Laer, S., & Elen, J. (2017). In search of attributes that support self-regulation in blended
learning environments. Education and Information Technologies, 22(4), 1395-1454.
doi:10.1007/s10639-016-9505-x
Victoria State Government. (2007). Reflective Practice. Victoria, Australia. Retrieved from
https://www.education.vic.gov.au/Documents/childhood/professionals/support/reffram.pd
f
Walkington, J. (2010). Becoming a teacher: encouraging development of teacher identity through
reflective practice. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 33(1), 53-64.
doi:10.1080/1359866052000341124
Warner, C., Bell, C., McHatton, P., & Atiles, J. (2020). Navigating mandates and working
toward coherence: Our journey with a high-stakes teacher performance assessment. The
Educational Forum, 84(3), 226-239. doi:10.1080/00131725.2020.1739182
Warner, R. (2013). Applied statistics: From Bivariate Through Multivariate Techniques.
Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.
Watson, S., & Marschall, G. (2019). How a trainee mathematics teacher develops teacher selfefficacy. Teacher Development, 23(4), pp. 469-487.
doi:10.1080/13664530.2019.1633392

120
Webb-Williams, J. (2018). Science self-efficacy in the primary classroom: using mixed methods
to investigate sources of self-efficacy. Research in Science Education, 48(5), 939-961.
doi:10.1007/s11165-016-9592-0
Whitley, V., Park, T., Warner, W., & Horne, E. (2019). Relationship between career and
technical education student teachers' self-efficacy and edTPA performance. Career and
Technical Education Research, 44(2), 88-113. doi:10.5328/cter44.2.88
Williams, J., Hart, L., & Algozzine, B. (2019). Perception vs. reality: edTPA perceptions and
performance for teacher candidates of color and White candidates. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 83(1), pp. 120-133. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2019.04.006
Williams-Chizhik, E., Williams-Chizhik, A., Close, C., & Gallego, M. (2017). SMILE (Shared
Mentoring in Instructional Learning Environments): effectiveness of a lesson-study
approach to student-teaching supervision on a teacher-education performance assessment.
Teacher Education Quarterly, 44(2), 27-47. Retrieved from
http://liberty.summon.serialssolutions.com/#!/search?bookMark=ePnHCXMwbV07C8Iw
EO5QwedPUAIuOlTa9JWMIhULuukc0uYigoio_x_v2hQ7OGX5LkPucg-4-27sVi3gk_sl3EepDEXw84zYqgSI8xCT-WxYCtiJAbDiKum6TVjtwcrf7Sps4cxeiVFb2hr_XUG1hUDczcOfEu--K8OwRue0DQcJbhNxeYqkiNFsm1zbgBo
Willis, J., Weiser, B., & Smith, D. (2016). Increasing teacher confidence in teaching and
technology use through vicarious experiences within an environmental education context.
Applied Environmental Education and Communication, 15(3), 199-213.
doi:10.1080/1533015X.2016.1181013

121
Wilson, C., Marks-Woolfson, L., & Durkin, K. (2020). School environment and mastery
experience as predictors of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs towards inclusive teaching.
International Journal of Inclusive Education, 24(2), 218-234.
doi:10.1080/13603116.2018.1455901
Wilson, K., & Narayan, A. (2016). Relationships among individual task self-efficacy, selfregulated learning strategy use and academic performance in a computer-supported
collaborative learning environment. Educational Psychology, 36(2), 236-253.
doi:10.1080/01443410.2014.926312
Wilson, S. (2014). Innovation and the evolving system of U.S. teacher preparation. Theory Into
Practice, 53(3), 183-195. doi:10.1080/00405841.2014.916569
Wixom, M. (2015). ECS and national experts examine: State-level English language learner
policies. Education Commission of the States. Retrieved from
https://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/01/17/92/11792.pdf
Woolfolk, A., Rosoff, B., & Hoy, W. (1990). Teachers' sense of efficacy and their beliefs about
managing students. Teaching and Teacher Education, 6(2), 137-148. doi:10.1016/0742051X(90)90031-Y
Yost, D. (2006). Reflection and self-efficacy: Enhancing the retention of qualified teachers from
a teacher education perspective. Teacher Education Quarterly, 33(4), 59-76. Retrieved
from http://www.jstor.org/stable/23478871
Zimmerman, B. (1990). Self-regulated learning and academic achievement: An overview.
Educational Psychologist, 3-17. doi:10.1207/s15326985ep2501_2

122
Zimmerman, B. (2010). Becoming a self-regulated learner: An overview. Theory Into Practice,
41(2), 64-70. doi:10.1207/s15430421tip4102_2
Zimmerman, B., & Kitsantas, A. (1997). Development phases in self-regulation: Shifting from
process goals to outcome goals. Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(1), 29-36.
Retrieved from
http://liberty.summon.serialssolutions.com/#!/search?bookMark=ePnHCXMw42JgAfZb
U5nAk7mWusAWLzDdQQ7sBtVuHLBS0hjI4WQIRloao1CQASy4ixUy8xSKU3PSdIs
gl7EDnWelUJyRmQZaBqwA2nShUABZQ6-QngMIoWSfIX80hJg_KRCBHgYWNOAVCovlOZm0HVzDXH20AUVufGgeCspSkxOhC4
_B7oVdAJSvCPQuaCLe

123
APPENDIX A

124
APPENDIX B

